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Preface 
This teaching material for the course Sociology of Deviance and Social Control has been modified 

by Enideg Geremew upon the approval of the first draft by the department council.  The main aim 
of preparing this paper was to provide students with an organized text.  
Sociology of Deviance is one of those advanced course given in department of sociology. The 

main thing that drives the department to give this course is the interest of making sociology 
students aware of the nature of deviation from social norms and values and their societal and 

individuals reactions. However, the course has so far been given without any organized teaching 
material as well as available reference books. In addition, topics of sociology of deviance have 
been intermingled with those subject matters familiar in criminology irrespective of the reality that 

deviance and crime are not overlapping concepts. Therefore, here was the need to prepare an 
appropriate independent course material for sociology of deviance that can help students of the 

department have a more clarified understanding of the subject matter of the course.    
However, chapter two of this course material can also serve as a good reference for theories in 
criminology. We have discussed almost all relevant theories concerned with deviation from the 

normal condition of human behavior for the purpose of exposing students to a diversified po int of 
views on human behavior. 

the objectives which were pillar to this teaching material include (1)to enable students have a better 
understanding of different theories of deviance and social control; (2) to discuss major strategies 
that society uses to control its members in different social settings; (3) to make students have a 

better understanding of different deviant behaviors like alcoholism, drug abuse, mental disorder, 
etc; (4) to discuss the consequence of deviance in society (negative and positive); and (5) to 
explore forms of deviance and how society attempts to manage and control them.  
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Introduction 
The teaching material consists of five chapters. The first chapter is concerned with the introduction 

remarks of deviance. It comprises of the definitions of deviance, the differences between negative 
and positive deviance, the relativity of deviance across different factors, deviant statuses, the 
relationship between deviance and crime, the function and dysfunction of deviance, and the 

reactions to deviance. 
The second chapter, which is a vast part of the reading material, deals with theories of deviance 

and crime. All theories related to deviance and crime have been included here. These theories are 
grouped into three major categories, i.e., the demonological explanations, biological and 
psychological theories and sociological theories of deviance and crime. The largest part of the 

chapter concerns with those sociological theories of deviance and crime. All these sociological 
theories of deviance and crime are also presented being categorized under seven groups. These are 

anomie theories, structural and sub structural theories, ecological theories, control theories, social 
learning theories, interactionist theories, and conflict theories. The number of these groups of 
theories is nearly above thirty. Under this chapter, it has been tried to include some theories which 

were not common studied in the classroom of the earlier classes of sociology of deviance and 
crime. This was done for the primary intention of briefing students of sociology with the possibility 

of looking at the same issue from different points of view.  
On the other hand, the paper under chapter three, presents you the discussion on major deviant 
acts, especially on some selected victimless crimes such as drug abuse, homosexualism, 

prostitution, and gambling. 
Chapter four of this work, on its behalf, is all about the possible relationships between urbanization 
and deviance and crime. Here, it has been attempted to see such issues as urbanism as a way of life, 

links between urbanism and deviance, family disorganization in urban areas and its link with 
deviance, subcultures in urban areas as sources of deviance, materialism in urban areas and cultural 

deviations, individualism among urbanites and deviance, the impersonality nature of urban 
communications and deviation and its relationship between urban areas and deviance.  
Finally, the mechanisms for social control in a given society are also found treated under chapter 

five of the paper. Informal and formal social controlling mechanisms of deviance and crimes have 
been discussed in a very detailed manner under chapter five. The history of formal social control 

mechanisms of Ethiopia has also been addressed here. Besides, this chapter gives you an insight 
about the function of formal punishments as a formal social controlling means and that of the 
juvenile justice system. The similarities and differences of the juvenile and adult justice systems 

are also presented in this chapter. 
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Chapter One: The Nature and Definition of Deviance 

1.1. Definition of Deviance 

The term deviance has different definitions as it is seen from the point of view of different scholars 
of different fields of studies. It is obvious that a biologist’s or a psychologist’s definition of 

deviance could not be one and the same with that of a sociologist’s definition of the term. Thus, 
deviance cannot be uniformly defined throughout the world.  

Generally, deviance can be defined as any behavior, belief, or condition that violates significant 

social norms in the society or group within which it occurs (Kendall, 2003). Similarly, Macionis 
(1997) explained that deviance is the recognized violation of cultural norms which are a guideline 
for virtually all human activities. Thus, the term deviance refers to those behaviors which are not 

considered normal, at least, by the good majority of a society, community, or social group, 
irrespective of the direction to where those behaviors deviate from the norm (normal). In other 

words, deviation from the normal way of behaving may be occurred either to the pos itive or the 
negative direction. Those behaviors which deviate from the normal to the negative direction are 
known as negative deviance, whereas those which are positive achievements and positive actions 

beyond the normal (average) behavior are known as positive deviance. Crime, insanity, adultery, 
theft and other similar behaviors are good examples of negative deviations while those positive 

deviations are manifested by such behaviors as altruism, charisma, innovation, and so forth.  

1.1.1. Positive Deviance 

Positive  deviance  has  been  variously  defined  in  the  literature  (Kelly,  2002).  Many scholars 
have identified the following ideal types of behaviors as positive deviance: altruism, charisma, 
innovation, supra-conformity behaviors, innate characteristics and ex-deviant. 

People will publicly evaluate those behaviors (considered positive actions) and/or actors in a 

superior sense; and these behaviors can be categorized under one of the following types:  

a. Altruism: includes saints and good neighbors, self-sacrificing heroes, Congressional Medal of 
Honor winners, etc. It involves an act undertaken voluntarily to assist others persons or other 

people without any expectations of reward. Scholars, who have addressed pos itive deviance, 
identified two types of altruism: autonomous altruism which refers to actors such as abolitionists 

who died exert themselves and sacrifice themselves to a much greater degree, and acts such as 
donating a small amount of money and doesn’t require much effort. Thus, it can, however, be 
concluded that autonomous altruism is more descriptive of positive deviance.  

b. Charisma: Some of the examples of charismatic individuals include Gandhi, religious leaders 

in general, Emperor Tewodrous II, Mandela, etc. Charismatic people have extra-qualities that force 
followers or other people to be willing to obey their leadership.  

c.   Innovation: This  type  of  deviance  is  described  by  such  behaviors  as  noble  prize  

winners, innovative or creative figures (such as Freud, and Darwin), reformers, etc. Innovation 
refers to the combination of already existing cultural elements in a novel manner, or the modifying 
of already existing cultural elements to produce a new one. Note that innovations are fundame ntal 

factors for social change in a society.  

d. Innate characteristics: Scholars have come to an agreement on the idea that certain actions or 
actors, that are positive deviance or deviants, are at least partially resulted in innate characteristics. 

Some examples of this type are extremely beautiful woman, superstar athlete, movie stars and 
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intelligent. In addition, these characteristics are culturally defined, for example, intelligence and 
attractiveness are also culturally defined.  

e.   The Ex-deviant: The previously stigmatized persons, labeled in a negative fashion that 

manage to convert to a status of normative person, is essentially a novel way to think of a positive 
deviant. Examples include destigmatization (an ex-convict) and transcendence (an accomplished 
person with a physically disability).  

To sum up, this typology will hopefully help us clarify the concept of positive deviance. However, 

in nearly all literatures on deviance, it is the negative deviation that gains more attention, 
particularly due to its negative impact on the normative standards of the society. As a result, 

positive deviance has been found given only little attention. Thus, the remaining major portions of 
this teaching material are totally concerned with the issue of negative deviation alone. All 
demonological, biological, psychological and sociological explanations of deviance, addressed 

under chapter two, are dealt with this issue. Therefore, you are advised to bear in mind that 
Sociology of Deviance is often focused on those behaviors which deviate from the normal to the 

negative direction. 

1.1.2. Specific Definitions of Negative Deviance 

Deviance can generally be defined on the basis of different perspectives. These different points of 
view of deviance can be categorized into absolute model, statistical model, labeling model, power 

model, normative model, and the relative model.  

Several sociologists believed that deviance is the violation of social norms which are behavioral 
codes or prescriptions that guide people into actions and self- presentations conforming to socially 
acceptability. They further explain that norms are not expected to be agreed upon by every member 

of the social group, but a good majority should agree on them. These norms of a society can be 
classified into two categories: mores and folkways. Folkway norms are more simple day-to-day 

standards based on customs, traditions, and etiquette while mores are norms established upon 
broad societal morals. For example, interracial marriage, illegitimate child bearing and so on are 
the violations of mores of a given society. Laws, on the other hand, are the strongest norms (mores) 

since they are supported by codified sanctions. By the same token, the violation of day-to-day 
norms doesn’t create serious outrage, but considered as some odd behavior whereas the infringing 

of mores is stronger, and they would generate serious social condemnation. Similarly, the breaches 
of those codified laws leads to arrest and punish. 

According to the absolute model of definition of deviance, social norms and rules are taken to be 
absolute, uniform, universal, clear and obvious for all in every nook and corner of the world. 

Hence, deviance is defined as the behavior that totally dead against these absolute norms of the 
universe. It is not something relative; rather it is eternal and global: if some behavior is judged to 

have been intrinsically morally wrong in the past, for example, adultery and divorce, it should be 
recognized as wrong today and may be in the future. This absolute definition of deviance is 
subscribed to the demonological explanation of human behavior – it is a religious definition of 

deviance behavior.  Absolutists’ definition of deviance has its own limitations. Basically, it ignores 
cultural differences across the globe.  

We know that people in the world are different as they have diversified norms and values. 

Although it is well recognized fact that norms and values are culture universal (found in every 
culture), they do differ from one society to the other - even from one social group to others within a 
given society. 
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Deviance can also be defined from statistical point of view. This model applies the assumption 
that ‘What the majority is doing is normal behavior whereas those minority acts remain deviant 
behaviors’. Thus, deviance is seen as the violation of norms and values of the greater part of a 

society. For this definition, deviance is a question of number; that is why this definition is regarded 
as statistical definition of deviance. 

The labeling model of definition of deviance, on its behalf, rejects the idea that deviance is 

absolute or universal. This definition, however, believes that deviance is forged by people and 
referred by them a new in different times and locations that lead to significant construction and 

reconstruction of deviance. According to this model, deviance is, therefore, lodged in the eyes of 
the beholder rather than in the act itself. Hence, deviance is found outside of the act of the deviant 
person, but it is up to the point of view of the social audience. The proponents of this view further 

explain that after a person has been labeled (publicly evaluated deviant), people consider them 
deviant; and then the person himself will accept the label; and later on, he starts to act in 

accordance with the label tagged to him. 

Power definition of deviance is somewhat similar to the labeling mode. This model argues that 
deviance is not a quality of an act that a person commits, but rather it is an outcome of the 
application of rules and regulations by others to sanction an offender. This view also contends that 

deviance is not natural, but a particular group with power who has set rules and regulations in a 
society that determines deviant acts. As a result, deviance is the violation of rules and regulations 

formulated and implemented by a powerful segment of a society. In a given society, as per this 
definition, the politically, economically, and socially dominant group imposes its definitions on the 
behavior of the powerless segment; and the behaviors of this powerless majority are always 

evaluated against those rules and regulations formulated by the dominant class. Therefore, 
deviance is a presentation of unique power in the society. Here, it is worthwhile noting that the 

dominant or powerful class of a society can violate the rules and regulations they themselves made 
without being considered as deviants, because power is in their palms which lets them change the 
rules and regulations in favor of their own benefits.  

1.1.3. Deviance: a Relative Term 

So far we have seen those different models of defining deviance which define the behavior from 

only one angle. However, deviance cannot always be treated in this way since it is a relative social 
behavior which differs in its from one society to others, from social groups to social groups, from 

time to time, from social situation to social situation, and from one place to the other. Thus, we can 
see that it is not possible to isolate a certain acts and find them universally condemned by all 
societies as deviant acts (not even murder and incest). Even within a given society, behavior 

defined as deviant continuingly undergoes redefinition (Russ Long, 2008). This type of definition 
of deviance is known as relative definition, because it views persons or their behavior as deviant 

only relative to the way other people react to them. Relative definition of deviance is the one to 
which most sociologists are subscribed. For most of the sociologists, deviance is not absolute, 
universal, statistical, power-based, or labeled; but it is reacted with a particular social audience. As 

a result, deviance is always defined by some particular social audience. 

This, in turn, shows that it is advisable to take the society, social structure, social stratification, 
social norms, social control and social behaviors into consideration when we treat social deviance. 

More surprisingly, the relativity of deviance is also observable even within deviant groups 
themselves. Deviant groups may have their own norms and values which governs/guides the 

activities and behavior of their own members. These norms of deviant groups are totally 
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antagonistic to the norms and values of the mainstream culture. Whatever antagonistic they are, 
still norms of deviant group govern the deviant members. Those individuals who violate the norms 
of these deviant groups become a deviant of a deviant group (deviant-deviant). 

Deviance, furthermore, is relative to time and place, too. It is not possible to find something that is 
absolutely condemned by all societies of the world. A behavior which is deviant in one society 
may not be deviant in another. Even within one society, what is deviant today may not be deviant 

tomorrow (Russ Long, 2008), because perspectives of social audiences also change across time. 
Thus, deviance is a dynamic behavior that changes along with the changes of the social structure or 

the society. Therefore, the relativity of deviance can be seen across time, society, social group, 
social situation and place, stated as follows: 

1.1.3.1. The Relativity of Deviance in Terms of Society 

Societies are different due to the difference in social norms. Norms, as we know, are standard of 
behavior to identify what is good or bad, appropriate or inappropriate, suitable or unsuitable, 

proper or improper, and so forth. However, what is appropriate for one society cannot be 
appropriate for the other simply because there are norm variations. Thus, what is normal for the 

Sudanese may not be normal for Ethiopians. For example, taking alcohol drinking is a serious 
crime in Sudan whereas it is a normal behavior in Ethiopia. Another possible example is that 
abstinence from sex for two years after marriage in the West would be viewed as weird (strange) 

and grounds for annulment. Such behavior is, however, required for newlyweds in the Dani tribes 
of New Guinea. Sexual activity for the Dani before two years would be viewed as a sexual 

deviance. 

1.1.3.2. The Relativity of Deviance in Terms of Time  

It is obvious that society is dynamic in its nature. It changes across time. Hence, social norms also 
change along with this societal change. In other words, as far as society changes across time, 

norms and value (which are basic elements of a given culture) also change. This, in turn, reveals 
that the change in norms across time brings about the changes in the attitude towards these norms. 
Thus, deviance varies. For example, termination of marital life (divorce) regardless of adultery was 

a serious deviant act at some few decades ago in our country; but, today it becomes a normal act 
that can be ended up without any problem. 

1.1.3.3. The Relativity of Deviance in Terms of Place  

Deviance varies from place to place. This means that the place where an act has been taken place 

determines whether the act is deviant or normal. For example, killing a person is usually a wrong 
act. But, it will be rewardable if it is taken place at the battle field. Still, it can be a serious crime if 
it occurs at someone’s home for the purpose of revenge. Another more relevant e xample is that 

fighting in classroom is absolutely a deviant act; but it is non-deviant if it is happened within the 
boxing ring. 

1.1.3.4. The Relativity of Deviance in Terms of Social Group 

Social groups within a society have their own distinctive norms. For example, having two or more 

wives is a prescribed deed in those Muslim communities of the world. However, this is a serious 
and intolerable behavior in those Orthodox Christians of the world. It is due to the fact that the 

norms and values that govern the behavior of Muslims are directly different from that of the 
Orthodox Christians. Another example forwarded by Russ Long (2008) which is concerned with 
the behavior of individuals from poor social group and that of the rich ones: 
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if a poor woman shoplifts a roast, people call her a common criminal. On the other hand, if a rich 
woman steals a roast; her deviant status can be seen as a form of mental illness.  

1.1.3.5. The Relativity of Deviance in Terms of Social Situation 

Social norms vary from one social situation to the other. So, deviation from those varying social 

norms also varies across different social situations. The Amharic proverb “Instead of a hyena eats 
you, let you eat it and then go for salvation” can fully express this view. This indicates that there 
are conditions in which social norms can be violated for the sake of personal safety. For example, 

if someone kills a person for self-defending purpose, it is both non-deviant and non-criminal act. 

Note that although deviance is a relative act or subjective social behavior, which depends on time, 
place, society, group and situation, there are some acts which are universally regarded as deviant. 

Examples of such types of deviant acts are: cannibalism, theft of personal proper ty, armed robbery, 
suicide, rape, corruption, abortion, sexual deviations, delinquency, crime, drug addiction, 
gambling, mental disorder, burglary, arson, assault, murder, incest, and child-molestation. 

However, we should be critical of these listed deviant acts when we treat them as universal 
deviance since there are several exceptions for each of these behaviors in which they cannot be 
considered as deviant. 

1.2. Deviant Statuses 

Deviant status, as a social position, can be two types: achieved and ascribed deviant statuses. 

People cast into the deviant realm for their behaviors have an achieved status: they have gained the 
deviant label through something they have done. People regarded as deviant due to the fact that 

their conditions often have an ascribed deviant status. It is involuntarily acquired from birth. This 
category, according to Adler, et. al., (2000), would include having deviant social, economic, 
cultural and political statuses, such as being a deviant racial status, a congenital physical 

handicapped, or a height deviants (too tall or too short).  

People with ascribed deviant status have nothing to become deviant and nothing they can do to 
repair the deviant status, whereas people with achieved deviant status have done so mething that 

exposed them to be seen a deviant. 

1.3. Deviance and Crime  

Deviance is generally referred to as the violation of social norms whereas crime is the infraction 
from written rules and regulations, especially criminal law of a given society or social group. In 

most cases, crime involves victims. Criminal acts such as murder, arson, robbery, burglary, and 
larceny are totally unacceptable and condemnable simply because they involve victims. We label 
these acts crime, meaning that their violation of the public order is so severe that they must be 

handled punitively and coercively by social institutions, like the police, the courts, and prisons. 
(Adler, et. al., 2002). Most of these and other unmentioned criminal acts are considered devia nt 

behaviors. However, there are many cases in which criminal acts cannot be taken as deviant 
behaviors due to several reasons. Thus, the argument ‘crime is not always a subset of deviance, is 
sound. For example, white-collar crimes are commonly regarded as merely aggressive business 

practices. 

In the analysis of the relationship between deviance and crime, we can have the following three 
possible dimensions: First, the overlap between deviance and crime is extensive with those crimes 

of violence, crimes of harm, and theft of personal properties. These behaviors, according to Kelly, 
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et. al., (2002), are both illegal and deviant. Secondly, in the actual sense, much deviance is 
considered non-criminals. Some of the examples of such category include obesity, stuttering, 
physical handicaps, interracial marriage, unwanted pregnancy, and so on. Finally, we can also have 

another dimension, different from the above two, of the relationship between crime and deviance.   
Here, we can see that there are some criminal behaviors which do not violate norms and values of a 

society, for example, white-collar crimes – crimes which need a higher status to be committed – 
and forms of civil disobedience, where people break laws to protest against them. Besides of these 
dimensions, there is still another area of difference between deviance and crime. As we have tried 

to mention earlier, deviance includes those deviations from the normal to the positive direction; but 
crime never include those positive deviant behavior. Therefore, it is possible to conclude that crime 

is not a subset of deviance. They can be overlapping categories only in a single independent 
dimension (see the first dimension above).  

1.4. Functions and Dysfunctions of Deviance 

According to functionalist school, deviance is both functional and dysfunctional to the social 

system within which it occurs. Let us begin our discussion with the dysfunction it brings to the 
society at large. 

1.4.1. Dysfunctions of Deviance 

Dysfunctions of deviance, as to sociologists, are the negative or disruptive consequences of 

deviance. Obviously, several societies can tolerate a good deal of deviance without serious results. 
However, resistant and intensive deviance can impair and even seriously belittle organized social 
life. As all we know, organized social life is a product of the coordinated actions of many different 

peoples. “Should some people fail to perform their actions at the proper time in accordance with 
accepted expectations, institutional life may be threatened.” (Vander, 1990: 2005). The writer 
further argued that if a parent deserts a family, it commonly complicates the task of child care and 

child rearing. If in the midst of the battle  a  squad  of  soldiers  fails  to  obey  and  run  away,  the  
entire  army  with  no  doubt  becomes overwhelmed and defeated.  

Second   important   dysfunction   is   that   deviance   undermines   our   willingness   to   

discharge   our responsibilities and obligations. It reduces our effort to play our roles and to 
contribute to the larger social enterprises. If we realize that some people get rewards (even 

disproportionate rewards) without playing by the rule, we develop resentment and bitterness.  Our 
morale, self-confidence and loyalty suffer ((Vander, 1990). Suppose that you have known that a 
number of students from your class got a grade in the course sociology of deviance illegally 

through either by cheating, favor made for a course instructor, or other forms of evil deeds. What 
would your reaction be? Undoubtedly, your motivation to struggle with  the  materials  (books)  

and  to  study  long  hours  would  very  likely  be  undermined and  totally discouraged. 

Similarly, in a society with a higher degree of corruption, like Ethiopia, the situation will really 
discourage people who are engaging in acceptable ways of getting money; and most portion of 
members of the society become willing to internalize this illegal mechanism of getting money 

which later on can be seen a natural and common ways of being affluent.  

Deviance also reduces our trust to other members of our social lives. We know that our social lives 
indicate that we trust one another. No trust to others in the social organization means there is no 

organized social life. Thus, we must have confidence that other will play by the rules and 
regulations constructed around our social lives in committing ourselves to collective enterprise, we 
allocate some resources, forgo some alternatives, and make some investment in the future. We do 
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so because we assume that other people will do the same, but, would other not reciprocate our 
trust, we felt that our own efforts are pointless, wasted, and foolish. Subsequently, we remain less 
motivated and willing to play by the rules of our social lives.  

1.4.2. Functions of Deviance 

Although deviance undermines social organizations by demotivating as to contribute to social 
organization, it may, at the same time, facilitate social functioning in several ways. Sociologist, 
such as Durkheim, Erikson, and others expressed that deviant behavior is not always harmful to 

group life. It enables groups capable of defining boundaries; it preserves stability within the group 
by pointing out the contrast between what is within a group and what is outside. Erickson suggests 

that without the battle between normal and deviant, the community would lack a sense of identity, 
sense of belongingness (or espirit de corps), and a sense of what makes it a special place in the 
larger world. Similarly, Lewis A. Coser argued that deviance is very important to bring about 

social cohesiveness in loosely integrated group.  

Generally, Durkheim has identified the following four functions of deviance (Macionis, 1997): 

a.   Deviance affirms cultural values and norms. Culture involves moral choices: people must 
prefer some attitudes and behaviors to others, for the right, conceptions of what is morally right 

exists only in opposition to notions of what is morally wrong “just as there can be no righteousness 
without evil; there can be no justice without crime”.  In short, deviance is inseparable from the 

process of generating and sustaining morality in a society or social group.  

b.  Responding to the deviance clarifies moral boundaries by labeling or publicly evaluating people 
as deviants, a society or social group sets the boundary between wrong and right. For example, by 
imposing disciplinary procedures on those who commit plagiarism, a university marks a line 

between academic honesty and cheating.  

c.   Responding to deviance promotes social unity. People typically react to serious deviance with 
collective outrage. In doing so, they reaffirm the normal ties that bind them (Macionis, 1997). A 

shared enemy arouses common sentiments and elements of feeling of integration and solidarity. 
Thus, when deviant behavior is seen as a threat to group solidarity and people unite in opposition 
to that behavior, their loyalties to society are reinforced. For example, currently, several houses in 

Gondar Town are being burgled. As a result, dwellers of several kebeles discussed the problem and 
established a jointly paid village guard so as to keep those burglars at a distant. This example 

clearly shows that people of some villages become united and remained loyal one another in 
struggles against burglars.  

d. Deviance encourages social change. Russ Long (2008) explains that deviance is an important 
element of social change since it offers alternative definitions to what is right. Sometimes the 

alternatives become acceptable and it may even become the dominant view.  Durkheim claimed 
that today’s deviance might well become tomorrow’s morality. Therefore, deviance brings about 

social change either through revolutionary actions against or amendment on the existing more rules 
of a society. Deviance is, thus, a catalyst for a social change. A repeated devia nce indicating that 
the existing social system is not functioning properly. This, in turn, forces social change to be 

realized. 

e.   Deviance also provides job opportunities. It is due to the persistence of deviant behaviors 
within a given society that forced people to establish several social controlling institutions and 

organizations, no guard will stand by the gate of a bank if there are no deviants in a society.  
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1.5. Reactions to Deviance 

The reactions to deviant acts may come either from the society or the individual who has already 
violated the norms and values of the society. The responses of these two parties are definitely 

different (we will see major deviant behaviors under chapter 3 and societal responses towards these 
deviant acts in chapter 5, as a social control). 

Chapter Two: Theories of Deviance 

1.2. Introduction 

Many theories have been developed to explain the cause of deviance. They have tried to explain 

the reason for the prevalence of deviations from the normal way of behaving in given societies. 
These  theories  are  different  from  one  another  as  they  are  very  much  influenced  by  the 
ideological  backgrounds  of  their  proponents. For example, an explanation forwarded by a 

religious man is not expected to be the same as those explanations given by social thinkers.  

The whole theories of deviance can, generally, be classified into three categories: 

 Demonological Theories, 
 Individualistic and Naturalistic Theories, and 

 Social Theories. 

Demonological explanations see   deviance as   a   behaviors caused   by demons whereas 
individualist and naturalistic explanations try to correlate deviant behaviors with individuals’ 

psychological and biological traits. Sociological theories of deviance, on the other hand, argue that 
deviance and/or crime are outside of the individuals’ quality; rather they are caused by external 
socio-cultural factors. These three categories of explanations of deviance are consisted of several 

theories. With few exceptions, this chapter has tried to address all possible theories of deviance 
and/or crime. 

2.2. Demonological Explanations of Deviance 

For many centuries, humans believed that evil creatures – demons or devils – wielded great 

influence over humans; sometimes possessing them and making them commit offences against the 
greater good. 

Criminal behavior and delinquency, as well as deviance at large, were not to be a  consequences  of  

free  will;  instead,  these  offences  were  indications  of  conflict  between creatures of evil and 
chaos against deities of goodness and order (Martin, 2005). 

When people violated societal rules and regulations, they were also committing offenses that 
defied order; and remedies and punishments were meted out accordingly. Thus, deviance was 

equated with sin committed by an individual who was motivated or forced by demons. Painful 
ordeals (i.e., torture) were devised to elicit confession or drive out the demonic spirit. Driving out 

evil demons, according to martin (2005), was frequently quite excruciating and damage causing. 
This process of driving out demons is known as exorcism. For example, a number of ancient 
cultures engaged in the practice of driving hole in the skull, known as trephining, which 

supposedly allowed evil spirits depart from their human ‘hosts’.  
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Mental illness is no doubt a deviant act. However, it was explained as evidence of evil spirit 
possession that must be driven out by the application of afro-mentioned method – purge body, 
break hold of the devil and restore order. This demonological explanation of deviance has several 

limitations. The most important of all is that it is not scientifically observable. It is totally 
dependent upon the principle “believing without seeing” which is something imaginary. Thus, it 

cannot be verified where there are some grains of validity as well as reliability or not.  

To summarize,  according to the demonological or supernatural explanations, antisocial behavior 
(deviance) has existed from the time immemorial (Bonger, 2008). In primitive and preliterate 

societies, the nature of deviance was associated with some kind of evil spirits or ghosts. So, the 
removal of evil spirits through trial by ordeal, trial by battle and spectral evidences such as 
testimonial, asking proving questions and checking bodies are the only ways to control deviant 

groups (Alan, 2017). To do so, various forms of prayers and rituals were performed. A lot of 
damages and sufferings had been caused in the process of administrating these varieties of 

activities (George et al., 2011). Q: Do you think that these forms of explanations of human 
behavior are found in Ethiopian societies? Think over it.  

2.3. Biological and Psychological Theories of Deviance 

Both biological and psychological theories of deviance propose that deviants differ from non- 
deviants in some physiological/anatomical/ and psychological characteristics. They generally 

minimize the role of social conditions in explaining of deviant and/or criminal behaviors. 

2.3.1. Biological Theories of Deviance 

Biological theories on deviance and/or crime suggest that offenders are humans with biological 
abnormality. Deviants or criminals differ from non-deviants or non-criminals in terms of their 

physiological shape and anatomical arrangement. These theories reject social causes of deviation 
from the normal. Instead, they attribute offenses to individual differences – individual biological 

qualities. According to Conklin (2004), the biological theories of deviance and crime traced back 
to about 1750. However, they were not most dominant explanations of human behavior at the end 
of the 19th century. In the early 20th century, biological theories of deviance and crime lost their 

influence due to the fact that modern psychology and psychiatry got dominance in explaining 
human behavior. 

Biological theories of deviance begin with the works of physiognomists and phrenologists which 

were important during the period between 1750 and 1850. 

Later on, they were manifested by the works of other biological thinkers such as Cesare Lombroso 
(1835 - 1909), Post-Lombrosians, William Sheldon and so forth. 

2.3.1.1. Physiognomists and Phrenologists 

Physiognomists, as per Conklin (2004), studied facial features and sought a correlation between 

deviant behavior and characteristics such as the shape of the eyes or the ears. Medieval-era 
European ascribed moral and behavioral traits to physical appearance (Martin, 2005). In particular, 
facial characteristics were deemed to be indicators of moral character so that facially pleasing 

people were more likely to be given the benefits of the doubt than facially ‘displeasing’ people 
(ibid). 

This practice (i.e., physiognomy) is arguably similar to the naturalistic approach to physical virtue 

adopted by the ancient Greeks. Many researchers from the enlightenment through the later 19th C 
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supported these observations as scientifically valid findings. Weese (2005) added that during the 
enlightenment period, with its high regard for the lost of classical knowledge, physiognomy as a 
science was picked up again by scientists such as Johann Kasper Lavater  and Peter Camper, and 

later on by Cesare Lombroso. This theory was very popular during the Victoria era, and eventually 
influenced the Nazi, becoming part of their racial theories.  

Aubrey Weese (2005) explained that Johann Kasper Lavater (1714 - 1801), a Swiss inventor of 

physiognomy, believed that an exact relationship exists between the external and internal parts of 
man; the infinite varieties of soul and internal nature of a man creates an infinite variety of his 

body or externality. 

Physiognomists dutifully reported the soundness of a variety of physiognomistic traits and 
measured their prominence among deviants and other undesirables in comparison to the general 
population. In the modern era, many key persons continue to adopt physiognomic attitudes towards 

others. Protruding eyebrows, receding foreheads, sinister noses, jutting jawbones, and certain looks 
on faces are popularly considered to be indicators of deviance.  

Phrenologists, on their behalf, stress the relationship between the external shape o f the skull and 

an individual’s inclination to engage in deviant and criminal activities. They think that studying the 
shape of the skull would allow them to tell which area of a person’s brain would dominate 
behavior and possibly lead to crime (Conklin, 2004). 

During the late 18th century and early 19th century Franz Gall systematically promoted his theory 
that the brain is the source of all personality, including deviant personality (Martin, 2005). His 
theories  eventually  systematized  as  phrenology,  caught  on  among  many  members  of  the 

scientific community, who focused their research on head shape.  

Phrenologists,  especially  Gall  and  Spurzheim,  believed  that  the  ‘mind’  controlled  human 
conduct. Mind was made up of specific functions. It had three faculties: the lower or active 

propensities (crime causation), moral sentiments and intellectual faculties. Brain according to them 
is a physiological organ of the mind. 

According to phrenologists, mind exists within brain. The three different faculties of human mind 
have specific locations, and functions. Crime is caused by an overdevelopment of parts of the brain 

and underdevelopment of other parts of it. Thus, it is caused by the greater the development (or 
lack) of corresponding parts.  

Skull, for phrenologists, conforms the shape of the brain. Bumps, lumps, indications, 

protuberances, and  other  carnal  features  were  considered  to  be  indicators  of  human  brain 
development, especially development of ‘faculties’ of the mind.  

According to Martin (2005), an underdeveloped location on the skull suggests underdevelopment 

of that portion of the brain, and overdeveloped skull location suggests overdevelopment of portion 
of the brain. Using brain maps as guides, experts believed that they could postulate 
criminal/delinquent skull shapes as creative, intelligent, insane, and unintelligent skull shapes.  

Phrenology was a viable theory throughout the 19th century, and lingered to the beginning of the 

20th C. It arguably still exists at the level of popular culture, in films and carnivals. However, it was 
rejected due to the fact that empirical research could not support its concepts or conclusions 

(Conklin, 2004; and Martin, 2005). 

2.3.1.2. Cesare Lombroso’s Theory of Atavist 
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Cesare Lombroso (1835 - 1909) was an Italian university professor and physician who become 
worldwide renowned for his studies and theories in the field of criminology, or the relationship 
between mental and physical characteristics. He departed from Gall’s phrenological movement by 

examining a variety of physical anomalies in humans.  

Lombroso argued that criminals could be identified by primitive physical anomalies present at the 
birth. According to him, these anomalies do not determine criminality or being deviant, but they 

are indicators of criminal or deviant predisposition. His theory is a deterministic theory in the sense 
that for him some people are literally born criminals or deviants.  

Lombroso made postmodern observation of criminals and concluded that criminals are 

anthropologically less developed humans - evolutionary throwbacks who are intellectually 
underdeveloped compared with modern humans. Criminals and deviants are, therefore, atavistic 
creatures with uncivilized criminal dispositions, and the characteristics of these people were called 

atavism. His approach was very much influenced by the theories of Char les Darwin (Martin, 
2005). Lombroso believed that five or more of these characteristics made a male an atavist, nut 

three or more made a female and atavist.  

Table 2.1 Lombroso’s Traits of Atavist. Lombroso identified the following traits as evidence of 
atavism: 

No Traits of Atavism 

1 Deviation in the head size and shape from the type common to race and regio n from which the 
criminal comes 

2 Asymmetry of the face 

3 Eye defects and peculiarities 

4 Excessive dimensions of jaws and check bones 

5 Ears of unusual size, or occasionally very small or standing out from the head as do the 

chimpanzee 

6 Nose twisted, unturned or flatted in the thieves, or aquiline or break line in murderers, or ….  

7 Lips fleshy, swollen and protruding 

8 Paunches in the cheek like those of small animals 

9 Peculiarities of the plate, such as are found in some reptiles and cleft plates 

10 Chin receding, or excessively long or short and flat, as in apes 

11 Abdominal dentations 

12 Abundance variety and precocity of wrinkles 

13 Abundance of hair, marked by characteristics of the hair of the opposite sex 

14 Defects of the thorax such as too many or too few ribs, or supernumerary nipples 

15 Inversion of sex characters in the pelvic organs 

16 Excessive length of the arms  

17 Supernumerary fingers and toes 

18 Imbalance of the hemisphere of the brain (asymmetry of cranium)  

Source: Weese, (2005: 12). 

Cesare Lombroso identified the following types of criminals: 

1.  The born criminal (a term actually coined by Lombroso’s student Enrico Ferri): accounts for 
one third of all criminals. It is atavist with visible physical characteristics, and described as both a 

moral imbecile and an epileptic.  
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2. The criminal by passion: is more likely female than male with a high level of impetuousness and 
ferocity. This type of criminals includes those who committed crimes caused by a high level of 
atavism to right a wrong, restore the moral balance. Such criminals are non-atavistic and non-

occasional. Lombroso said that about 91% of all homicides fall into this category. As to him, 
criminals of this type do suffer from a great deal of remorse.  

3.  The insane criminal: includes kleptomaniacs, chronic drunkards, pedophiles, etc. The cause of 

this class of crime was an alteration of the brain. They are incapable of being able to distinguish 
right from the wrong. 

4.  The occasional criminals: this is the broadest and most inclusive of Lombroso’s criminal types. 

It is made up of four different sub-types:  

a. Pseudo criminals: include self-defensive or accidental violators. They are not real criminals, 
and it is only so labeled when the law is not properly applied (e.g. traffic violators).  

b. Criminaloids: are people easily swayed who fall victims to circumstances – peer pressure or 

opportunities make crime too tempting to resist. They are non- atavistic, forced by adverse 
environmental influences. They are largest single group criminals who are similar to later 
psychopathic personality. 

c. Epileptics: are criminals who commit crimes because they suffer from organic brain damage.  

d. Habitual criminals: are those for whom systematic violation of law is seen as a trade or 

occupation. They feel no guilt of remorse and commit crime with an air of complete indifference. 
For these kinds of offenders, Lombroso recommended institutionalization (incapacitation) or 

deportation for this type of criminals.   In other words, he believed that there was no effective way 
of preventing them from becoming recidivists neither through punishment or rehabilitation. 
(McCartney, 2007). 

It is worthwhile bearing in mind that Lombroso made several important mistakes in testing his 

theory. These include the following: 

i. He failed to select a control group from the general population with which to compare criminals 
(Conklin, 2004). 

ii. The differences between criminals and non-criminals that he documented were small enough to 

have been occurred by chance (ibid).  

iii. His measurements were often relied on observation – leads to poor reliability (Andargachew, 
1988). 

iv. He had applied crude statistical techniques.  

v. His theory of atavism and degeneracy as applied to primitive men were not found in line with 

post Darwinism thinking (Andargachew, 1988) 

Although modern criminologists reject Lombroso’s theory of evolutionary primitiveness, he is 
recognized as being one of the founders of the positive school of criminology. His theory of 

congenital predisposition toward delinquency and criminality greatly influenced later positivist 
inquiry to deviant behavior (Martin, 2005). 

2.3.1.3. Post-Lombrosian Theories 
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Several researches, inspired by Lombroso’s finding, were conducted towards the verification of 
Lombroso’s theory. However, Charles Goring and Earnest Hooton were the two most important 
scholars who conducted researches one after the other following Lombroso’s findings.  

Charles Goring, an English prison medical officer, done an important research and published “The 
English Convict: a statistical research”. His main goal of conducting this research was to determine 
the recidivist criminal population differed significantly on physical attributes from the general 

population as it had been argued by Lombroso. In order to achieve this goal Goring measured  300  
English  prisoners  against  a  control  group  of  non-criminals  (mostly  college students, military 

personnel and others). He tested on 37 measure and found significant differences only on two 
factors: weight and height. Therefore, Gorging concluded that there was no distinct biological 
criminal type against Lombroso’s research. However, he found that offenders generally were 

several inches shorter than control group people; were lighter in weight (by 3 to 7 pounds) than 
controls; and were less intelligent than controls and genetically so (not because they lacked 

education) (McCartney, 2007). 

Goring had committed a methodological flaw. The offender group he sampled was composed 
entirely of incarcerated recidivists that corresponded to Lombroso’s habitual criminal type.  

Goring considered only convicts without a control group; made no attempt to measure the 
influence of the environment; considered the possibility of transmitting criminal techniques by 

patterns – not the likelihood of their transmitting criminal values; and was unable to account for the 
apparent failure of the inherited characteristics to show up in the females in the families (Williams, 

2004: 132). 

Earnest Hooton, professor of physical anthropology at Harvard, found himself dis satisfied with 
Goring’s  finding  and  spent  12  years  in  search  for  the  purpose  of  disproving Goring  and 
validating Lombroso.  For this purpose, he selected 17,000 individuals from ten different states, out 

of which 14,000 were prisoners and the rest 3000 controls. He tried to do his level best more than 
Goring had done to distinguish between two different kinds of criminals (i.e., differences in types 

of crime, geographic background, and racial and ethnic  backgrounds) (Andargachew, 1988). Then, 
Hooton concluded that prisoners were organically inferior. In other words, crime is biologically 
caused human behavior. 

He saw that different biological causes produce different types of crime. Therefore, it was possible 
to distinguish different types of criminals biologically and by physical appearance. For example, he 
maintained that: 

 Murderers and rebels tend to be tall and skinny. 

 Forger and fraud artists tend to be tall and heavy. 
 Burglars tend to be small.  

 Assaulters, batterers and sex criminals tend to be short, squat-men. 

However, Hooton has been seriously criticized for methodological problems. The same traits are 
found in the general population – small differences, and his sample was biased (Andargachew, 
1990). 

2.3.1.4. William Sheldon: Theory of Somatotype 

William A. Sheldon (1898 – 1977), an American physician and psychologist took up the 
constitutional   theory   of   crime   and   deviance   from   where   Ernest   Kreschmer   stopped 
(Andargachew, 1988). Sheldon is a principal 20th century proponent of a direct link between 
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biology and personality (McCartney, 2008). His theory of somatotype or body type, as it has been 
explained by Conklin (2004), incorporates psychological traits with biological characteristics.  

Sheldon’s somatotype theory is rooted up several intellectual ideas. First, he saw part of the 

scientific tradition which holds that there must be desirable causes for any observable effect. He 
also accepted Lombroso’s basic idea. “It [Sheldon’s somatotype theory] is a natural extension of 
Lombroso’ theory.” (Williams, 2004: 131). Therefore he, too, departed from the prevailing 

Chicago school that emphasized on the environmental causes of crime. Social Darwinism 
(articulated in England by Herbert Spencer and popularized in USA) was also another influence on 

him. Social Darwinism assigns to psychological, social, economic and political traits to the same 
biological causal factors as Darwin assigned to physical ones, i.e., people survive if they can adapt 
to the changing environments. Natural selection causes the ‘fittest’ to prevail and ‘less fit’ to 

perish. 

Sheldon’s major thesis was that physical and behavior could be plotted along a continuum:  

X_______________________________ I __________________________Y 

Imperfect, flawed                                                                                         normal, well balanced 
near perfect, flawless 

The ideal type is equal to perfect formed body and perfectly balanced temperament. Natural beauty 

fell within normal physical boundaries and any deviation from the normal was associated with both 
personality disorder and behavioral abnormalities, i.e., there is a constitutional (physical) basis for 

all diversities of temperament and physique (McCartney, 2008).  

Based on the above continuum, Sheldon developed basic assumption that the primary determinants 
of behavior are inherited and constitutional. He also believed that body type is a reliable indicator 
of personality and behavior. In 1940s Sheldon developed a theory of the three body type, or 

somatotype on the basis of the three tissue layers: endoderm, mesoderm, and ectoderm. Each of 
these body types was associated with personality characteristics, representing a correlation between 

physique and temperament. 

Sheldon’s Somatotypes 

a. Endomorphy: focused   on   digestive   system,   particularly   the   stomach   (endoderm). 
Endomorphy has the tendency towards plumpness. It is characterized by soft body, underdeveloped 

muscle, round shaped, and overdeveloped digestive system. Endomorphic body type is associated 
with viscerotonia temperament such as tolerant, love of food, evenness of emotion, love of 
comfort, sociable, good humored, relaxed and so forth.  

b. Mesomorphy: focused on musculature and circulatory system (mesoderm). This body type 

include those with hard and muscular body, overly mature appearance, rectangular   shaped,   thick   
skin   and   upright   posture.   This   body   type corresponds to somatotonia temperament such as 

adventurous, desire for power and dominance, courageous, indifferent to what others think or want, 
assertive, bold, zest for physical activities, competitive and love for risk and chance.  

c.Ectomorphy: focused on the nervous system and the brain (ectoderm). It has the tendency 
towards slightness which is characterized by such body types as thin, flat chest, delicate build, 

young appearance, slightly muscled and steep shouldered and large brain. Ectomorphic body types 
correspond to cerebrotonia temperaments such as artistic, sensitive, apprehensive, introvert, self- 
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conscious, preference for privacy, inhibited and socially anxious, mentally intense and emotio nally 
restrained. 

Sheldon, on the basis of this understanding of body types, created his very interesting Atlas of men 

in which all body types are graded in the scale from 1(low) to 7(high), in accordance with the 
degree to which they matched these types; with 4 as an average. On this scale, the extreme or pure 
mesomorph has a score of 1-7-1, the pure endomorph 7-1-1, and the pure ectomorph 1-1-7. Most 

people, of course, have a combination of all types. The atlas referred to male typology only; a 
female atlas was planning but never produced.  

Based on comparative analysis of photographs of 200 non-delinquents and another 200 delinquents 

in a Boston Institution for Delinquents, Sheldon suggested that individuals with mesomorphic 
somatotype were more prone to criminal and/or deviant behaviors (Andargachew, 1990).  Sheldon  
thought  that  the  aggressiveness  and  absence  of  inhibitory  controls  of mesomorphs produce a 

predatory person with a higher tendency for crime (ibid). Sheldon, however, did not conclude that 
having a mesomorphic body type is not a sufficient condition for being deviant or criminal. But, he 

did not say something about environmental influence.  

Several researches have criticized Sheldon’s work on the basis of various reasons. Some of these 
criticisms include: 

1.  His conclusions were not much more then speculations due to the fact that his research method 

was inadequate. 

2.  He did not mention whether his samples were good representative of the population from where 
these samples selected out. 

3.  He rejected the legal definition of delinquency and replaced it by a new definition without 
adequate justification. 

4.  The use of photographs in somatotyping would not provide adequate data; even the definition 

he himself developed was too vague to be meaningful.  

5.  His theory, according to critics, was conceptually unsatisfying. His somatotypes are actually 
little more than stereotypes that enjoy misleading face validity. 

6.  Sociologist Edwin H. Sutherland strongly criticized Sheldon’s theory that it has any relationship 

with heredity at all (Andargachew, 1990).  

All early biological theories as a whole were subject to the following criticisms: 

1.  All early biological theories have given insufficient attention to social, econo mic, and 
environmental actors.  

2.  Social wings of theories of deviance have changed and biological theories have fallen out of 

favor. Most universities of the world are dominated by social sciences. 

3.  There  were  also  only  little  empirical  investigations  that  support  early  biological 
explanation of human behaviors. 

4.  All early biological theories of crime and deviance were methodologically weak.  

2.3.2. Psychological Theories of Deviance 
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Psychological theories of deviance share similarities with biological theories. First, they see the 
deviant as different from the population as a whole. Secondly, the deviant is abnormal in a normal 
population. Third, deviant’s abnormality predisposes him to deviance. 

However, psychological theories differ from biological theories in their claim that a deviant’s 
abnormality is learned rather than genetically determined. They see abnormal experience rather 
than abnormal genes as the basis for deviance. This experience produces ‘character detects’ and 

maladjusted experiences which, in turn, produce deviance. Often psychological theories argue that 
something has gone wrong in the socialization process, usually in the mother-child relationship. 

This defective socialization involves emotional disturbance which leads to the formation of 
maladjusted personality traits. Early childhood experience, as it is claimed, can have a lasting 
effect upon adolescent and adult behavior (Haralambos, 2005).  

The argument that the ‘criminal is somehow psychologically abnormal’ developed early in the 20th 

C. The main logic behind this position is that because only certain people commit crime, some 
individual traits must distinguish them from those who do not break the law (Conklin, 2004). 

Professor Andargachew added to this idea when he says that psychological theories to the problem 
of deviance and delinquency have been making great impressions on the thinking of professionals 
concerned with the problem of maladjustment for several decades since the beginning of the 20th 

C. 

Psychological explanations of deviance and crime include those psychiatric and psychopathic 
theories. Society has a behavioral reference point which serves as a yardstick to evaluate members’ 

action as normal or abnormal. According to professor Andargachew, society, for a long period of 
time in history, had turned to psychiatry and psychology so as to seek assistance in explaining 
individuals’ behavior that was abnormal. The testimonial of psychologists and psychiatrists 

became important in the criminal justice system in order for the juries  and judges to make a 
decision. These psychiatric and psychological explanations are strongly influenced the writings of 

several psychologists such as Sigmund Freud who is the prominent founding father of 
psychoanalytic explanation of human behavior.  

2.3.2.1. Psychoanalytic Theories of Deviance 

The main tenet of psychoanalysis is that the inner dynamic forces are used to explain human 

behavior. Thus, deviant or criminal behaviors are seen as results of mental conflict of which the 
deviant or criminal may almost unaware since the conflict arises in the subconscious or 
unconscious part of human mind (Williams, 2004). This internal conflict, for psychoanalysts, is 

always occurred between the demand for reason and conscience, and those of instincts of 
components of personality. If the instinct becomes victorious, the behavior will always be socially 

unacceptable. Subsequently, there will be a need to solve this conflic t in a socially acceptable way. 
Otherwise, it may be remaining antisocial. Generally, psychoanalytical theories of deviance are 
based on the idea that it is the inner dynamic process and conflict which determine human 

behavior, be it normal or abnormal.  

Several scholars from the field of psychology contend that modern psychoanalysis and psychology 
began with the aware of Sigmund Freud. However, Freud did not write a great deal specifically 

about deviance and crime. But, it is possible to see how some of his behavioral theories can be 
used as explanation of deviance, delinquency, and crime.  

Sigmund Freud divided human personality into three component parts. These are the id, the ego, 
and the superego. The id is unconscious area of the mind; and it is the most primitive part of 
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personality because it is constituted of all basic biological drives such as the need to drink, to eat, 
to excrete, to be warm and comfortable and to obtain sexual outlets. It is always not logical and 
moral as it simply seeks absolute pleasure irrespective of the cost this pleasure brings.  

According to Freud, the id represented those unsocialized and unstrained individuals because it 
needs immediate gratification without any conception of reality. Moreover, the id is biological or 
natural. Thus, there is a need for this biological drive to be suppressed and controlled.  

The ego, according to Freud, doesn’t exist at birth – it is not biological or natural. But, it is 

something that the individual learns through his /her interaction with the society to which he/she 
belongs. It is largely conscious even though some of it is sometimes unconscious. Its purpose is to 

temper the desirous longing of the id with the reality of what might happen if it is released free. 
The ego also learns the reality of how best to serve the id. Slowly, the ego develops and controls 
the id. 

The superego (conscience), on other hand, is the internalized sets of rules and regulations of the 

society through a socialization process. Parents and loco parents are important a gents of this 
process of internalizing norms, rules and regulations of the society. It  is largely a part of 

unconscious personality. It may, however, contain some conscious elements, for example, 
professional code of ethics is always internalized knowingly. But, superego is basically 
unconscious in its operation. As to Freud, superego characterizes those persons who are fully 

socialized and conforming members of a society.  

Therefore, the ego has two masters – the id and the superego. The id seeks pleasure at whatever 
cost while the superego tries to suppress this illogical pleasure seeking id. The outcome is internal 

conflict which can never be completely solved. However, the basis for repression and control is 
seen as built upon the relationship of children with their parents and loco parents. This relationship 
has strong impact of the development of the superego.  

Freud explained that individuals with underdeveloped superego have the inclination to act totally 
antagonistically to societal norms and values since their actors are guided by their id. Thus, here, 
we can see that behaviors of individuals with uncontrolled and unsuppressed id become deviant or 

criminal. 

However, Freud also showed another dimension of explaining the relationship between personality 
development and the possibility of being deviant. This dimension is Freud’s explanation about 

Oedipus complex and Electra complex. The development of Oedipus complex in boys and Electra 
complex in girls during human sexual development very much influences the development of the 
superego. These two complexes are observable during human sexuality growth. Oedipus complex 

is a sexual rivalry arises between the son and his father. Realizing the supremacy of the father, the 
son fears castration; and this fear forces him to control his sexual desire to his mother. As to Freud, 

it is from the resolution of this conflict between the boy and his father that the males’ superego or 
conscience develops mostly during the time until five or six years old.  

Here, there are two conditions for the occurrence of deviant behavior. First, if the problem is not 
resolved in the way that is mentioned above during the time till five or six years old, serious 

personality problems may arise because the superego remains underdeveloped. If the superego is 
incompletely formed, then the individual may have little conscience and so have no reason to retain 

his desires. Secondly, if the superego is overdeveloped, the individual may develop guilt feelings. 
This guilt feeling may lead the individual to develop a compulsory need for punishment. This 
compulsory need for punishment is a continuous process since the individual feels constant guilt 
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feeling. This constant guilt feeling is always justified by constant punishment. Thus, the individual 
remains deviant or criminal in this way. 

The resolution of the Electra complex in women is more complex and Freud believed that it is less 

completed. Thus, we do not find any importance of explaining it pertaining to deviant and criminal 
behavior. Generally, Freud’s mode of personality structure can be summarized in the following 
table: Table 2.2: Freud’s model of personality structure. 

Personality 
 

Structure 
 

Id  

Guiding Principle 
 

 

 

Pleasure  

Description  
 

 

 

-unconscious biological drives 
  - require instant gratification 

E go  Reality -help personality refine demand of 
 

id 

 

 
Superego 

 

 
Social norms and values 

-helps person adopt conventions 
 

-the moral aspect of personality 

To sum up, Sigmund Freud argued that abnormal development of part of personality structure may 
account for criminal or deviant behavior.  An id dominated person is aggressive and frustrated; and 

therefore, becomes deviant or criminal. Individuals with weak superego are also easily led into 
criminal and deviant acts while those who have overdeveloped superego may have a constant guilt 

feeling which finally needs punishment to justify it.  

Freud’s explanation has got support even among modern psychoanalysts. One of the prolific 
exponents of psychoanalytic method, Franz Alexander, applied psychoanalytic interpretations to 

explain deviant behavior. A criminal or deviant, according to him, is an individual who is unable to 
postpone his immediate gratification so as to gain greater gains in the future (Andargachew, 1990). 

Other psychoanalysts explained that individuals become criminals or deviants for the purpose of 
gaining substitute gratification of basic needs like love, nurturance, and attention that should have 

been normally provided within the normal family relationships (ibid). Still other psychoanalysts 
assumed that antisocial conduct may arise from the unconscious permissiveness of parents. Parents 

get gratification of id impulse from the violation of their offsprings.  

Limitations of Psychoanalyst Theory 

1.  They lack empirical verification. According to Edwin A. Sutherland and Cressey, as it is 
mentioned in Andargachew (1990), the variables of psychoanalyst theory cannot be studied 
scientifically, because the elements of personality are not observable and measurable. Williams 

(2004) added that the central concepts of psychoanalytic theory are incapable of being directly 
observed, making their existence impossible to prove.  

2.  Psychoanalytic theories argued that criminals and delinquents want to be caught and punish so 

as to justify their guilt feeling (Oedipus feeling). However, in reality, criminals try their level best 
to avoid detection and prosecution. They attempt to elude the law. Moreover, scholars had 

experienced that the major gratification of criminals is the success of their crime. 
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3.  Psychoanalysts contended that crimes are compulsively forced. But, findings showed that 
several forms of crimes are more calculated than being compulsive. They are more devised than 
derived. 

2.3.2.2. Learning Theories: Conditioning Theory 

It is obvious that every person’s future behavior is conditioned by past experiences. Similarly, we 
learn from lifetime events and based our decisions, perceptions and conduct on these events. 
According to conditioning theorists, these experiences – or environmental stimuli- underlie socially 

acceptable behavior as well as deviance, delinquency and criminality (Martin, 2005).  

Ivan Pavlov, a Russian physiologist, is the pioneer behind conditioning theory. He conducted a 
behavioral experiment on dogs during the late 19th and early 20th centuries. The basic attributes of 

his experiment were stimulus (response) and reward (punishment). Pavlov conducted his research 
on the dogs in a laboratory, and he extrapolated the results to human behavior.  As a result, he 
concluded that human behavior is predicted on life time stimuli (ibid).  

Following Pavlov’s works, several scholars conducted different researches and promoted 
behavioral psychology. Their underlying theory of stimulus-response added to progression of 
conditioning theory. Many behavioral psychologists have concluded that human deviants or 

criminals or delinquents could condition to continue their behavior in a manner similar to Pavlov’s 
dogs. 

According to this school, environmental stimuli operate either as punishers or reinforcers. 

Criminals and delinquents are stimulated or reinforced by their environment to continue acting out 
in a deviant manner until they are punished in some manner. 

Therefore, when offenders are repeatedly rewarded for their deviance and receive no punishment 
for breaking the law, they are likely to continue until the authorities catch them. However, these 

theories have been criticized for several reasons. First, all people do not respond to these stimuli, 
and secondly, conditioning theories are not explanatory for all people or social groups. 

2.3.2.3. Psychopathology Theory of Deviance 

The concept of the psychopathic explanation of personality was developed during the 1950s to 

describe criminals who behave cruelly and seemingly with no empathy for their victims. It is a 
severe personality disorder (Williams, 2004). The observation that some criminals are apparently 

unable (i.e., they have no capacity) to appreciate the feelings of their victims led to a great deal of 
research on this behavior. 

Psychopaths (sociopaths) are considered to be people who have no conscience, in Freudian term 
‘no superego’. They are severely dysfunctional in their relationships with other people, and are 

fundamentally selfish, unpredictable, untruthful and unstable. The term is sometimes used to 
describe  very  aggressive  delinquents  and  criminals  who  act  out  spontaneously  without 

observable motives. These aggressiveness and impulsiveness are typical manifestations of the 
psychopathic personality that is why many become law breakers.  

Psychopathology theory of deviance and crime is criticized for the difficulties to diagnose the 
linkage to crime; and it needs further research. Before winding our discussion on psychological 

theories of deviance and crime, we have found significant to summarize all psychological theories 
concisely in the following box. Please refer to the box for a summarized understanding of 

psychological explanations of deviance and crime.  
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Box B: Concise Summary of Some Psychological Theories 

Theory Indicators of 

Deviance 

Effect on 

Behavior 

Critiques of 

Theory 

Psychoanalyst  Week superego 
 Incomplete personality 

development 

 psychopathology 
 repressed or fixed 

personality 

 not 
explanatory for 

all 
people/group 

Conditioning  response to environmental 

stimuli 

 crime and delinquency  not all people 

respond to 
these responses 

 not 

explanatory for 
all 

people/group 

Psychopathology  Dysfunctional personality  unpredictability, 
instability 

 aggressiveness 

 crime and 
delinquency 

 difficult to 
diagnose 
linkage to 

crime 
 need 

further 
research 

2.3.3. Limitations of Psychological Theories 

Haralambos (2005) argued that as with biological theories, sociologists tend to dismiss 
psychological theories of deviance. First, they argue that such theories tend to ignore social and 

cultural factors in explaining deviance and crime. Such factors, from the basis of sociological 
theories will be examined under subtopic 2.4. Secondly, sociologists argue that the methodology of 

psychological theories is suspected. There is only little agreement among psychologist themselves 
about what constitutes mental health and on how to measure personality characteristics. Thirdly, 
many sociologists reject the priority given to childhood experience. 

They dismiss the view that the individual is a person of his early experience which he simply acts 
out in later life. This approach ignores the influence of the vast number of social factors. These 
social factors influence individual’s behavior during his life span. Marshal B. Clinard rather 

scornfully linked psychological theories of deviance to the older notion of possession by devils. 
The devil has been replaced by the character defect; exorcism by the priest has been replaced by 

the psychiatrist (ibid: 410). 

2.4. Sociological Theories of Deviance 

2.4.1. Introduction 

So far we have addressed that deviance is the product of biological and psychological qualities of 
the deviant as well as the possession of an individual by demons. In other words, deviance was 

seen as behavior caused by supernatural forces, genetical factors or psychological makeup. 
However, sociologists, according to Schaefer (2003), reject any emphasis on the afro mentioned 
causes of deviance. Rather they see the deviation from the normal behavior as being caused by the 

existing social structure. There are many social conditions which influence individual member’s 
behavior. Durkheim explained that social facts are external to and independent of an individual, 

and influence the individual’s behavior from outside.  
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Despite the fact that there are several different types of sociological explanations of deviance in 
this world, all have in common that deviance is always the outcome of a given social structure. 
However, these different sociological theories of deviance, beyond their common idea, try to see 

different aspects of the social structure and then their relationships with deviance. Some of these 
important sociological theories of deviance that are going to be addressed under this subtopic 

include anomie theories, structural and subcultural theories, social learning theories, labeling and 
ethno-methodological theories, power theories, ecological theories, conflict theories, control 
theories, and feminist explanations of deviance. Under each category, a variety of theories, with 

their own unique points of view, will be treated.  

2.4.2. Anomie Theories of Deviance 

Both Emile Durkheim and Robert K. Merton are the two most important structural- functional 
theorists who are related with the analysis of anomie. It is, however, worthwhile keeping in mind 

that Durkheim’s anomie is different from that of Merton’s. For Durkheim, anomie is the state of 
normlessness, a condition occurred within a given society when norms are absent or nonfunctional. 

On the other hand, Merton defined anomie as a social condition of an individual which occurred 
due the mismatch between societal goals and socially approved means by which goals are attained.  

 

2.4.2.1. Durkheim’s Anomie Theory of Deviance  

Emile Durkheim, the founding father of functionalism in sociology, first studied anomie during the 

late 19th C. The concept generally refers to the state of ‘normlessness’ vis-a-vis the accepted norms 
of the greater society (Martin, 2005). These norms are rules and consensus about the way people 
should behave in society. As to Durkheim, after social upheavals such as war, traditional  norms  of  

behavior no  longer  work,  thus  causing  societal  normlessness. Several deviant acts like suicide, 
crime, and other crises exist in societies that do not develop effective norms. Therefore, anomie, 

for Durkheim, refers to a broad breakdown of norms in society, or a disconnecting of an individual 
from the norms of his society’s contemporary values (ibid). According to Durkheim, deviance or 
crime is inevitable and normal aspect of social life. It is an integral part of all healthy societies. 

Thus, it is impossible to have a society totally devoid of deviance and/or crime (Williams, 2004). 
Thus, deviance is inevitable due to the fact that not every member of society can be equally 

committed to the collective sentiments, the shared values and moral beliefs of society. Since 
individuals are exposed to different influences and circumstances, it is impossible for all to be 
alike. Therefore, not everybody shares the same strains about breaking the law (Haralambos, 

2005). 

Durkheim tried to identify several types of suicide as a deviant act based upon their relationship to 
the social facts: integration and regulation (normative and integrative currents). Suicidal people 

tended to have less to bind and connect themselves to stable social norms and goals. However, 
those who were well integrated into society and those who were well regulated tended to have the 
lowest suicide rates. The two dimensions of the social bond – social integration and social 

regulation – are mostly independent of individuals. Those who are very much integrated fall under 
the category of “Altruism” and those who are very much unintegrated fall under “Egoism”. 

Similarly, those who are much regulated fall under “Fatalism” and those who are very much 
unregulated fall under “Anomie”. 

Durkheim’s social strain theory attributed social deviance to the extremes of the dimension of the 
social bond. Altruistic suicide (death for the good of the society), egoistic suicide (death for the 
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removal of the self due to or justified by the lack of ties to others.), anomic suicide (the death due 
to the confounding of self- interest and societal norms), and fatalistic suicide (death due the 
prevalence of oppressive rules and regulations of the society) are the four forms of suicide that can 

happen due to extremes. Likewise, individuals may commit crimes for the good of an individual’s 
group, for the self due to or justified by lack of ties, or because the societal no rms that place the 

individual in check no longer have power due to society’s corruption (Kelly, et. al., 2002). 

The Dimensions of the Social Bonds 
 

Social Currents Weak Strong 

Normative 
 

Integrative 

Anomic 
 

Egoistic 

Fatalistic 
 

Altruistic 

However, Durkheim has focused largely on anomie as the main sources of deviance in a society. 
As it has been tried to be discussed earlier at the beginning of Durkheim’ theory, anomie is the 

breaking down of normative structure, rules/norms which are weak, unclear and indistinct (Keel, 
2008). Under anomic condition, a society has no ‘guidance’ for the individual – no limitations. 

Society lacks the regulatory constraints necessary to control the behavior of its members. 

Anomie is always the product of change which is rapid, uncontrolled and unpredictable – a 
temporal transition. Thus, it will produce sweeps (flows) across an entire society. This situation 
becomes a factor to unleash the essence of the individual – passion for unlimited growth, 

unquenchable thirst – which can only be contained within the boundaries of a stable social system. 
Therefore, according to Durkheim, without boundaries, limits or norms, individual life (self and 

others) becomes meaningless – behaviors become uncontrolled; and this implies deviance. 

For Emile Durkheim, deviance is functional. It originates in society and is fundamental condition 
for the survival of social organization. He argues that it only becomes dysfunctional when its rate 
is unequally high. “- - - provided it [deviance] does not exceed certain levels, the society is 

healthy.” (Williams, 2004: 305). Similarly, Haralambos (2005) has expressed the function of 
deviance, argued by Durkheim, as: 

He [Durkheim] argues that all social changes begin with some forms of deviance. In 

order for change to occur, yesterday’s deviance must become today’s normality. Since a 
certain amount of change is healthy for society, so it can progress rather than stagnate, 

so is deviance. For change to occur the collective sentiment must not be too strong, too 
hostile to change; they must have only moderate energy. If they were too strong [,] they 
would crush all originality, both the originality of the criminality and the originality of 

genius. . . . To make progress, individual originality must be able to express itself…. Thus, 
the collective sentiment must not be sufficiently powerful to block the progression of the 

people…. Durkheim regarded some crimes as anticipation of the morality of the future… 
terrorists or freedom fighters may represent a future established order (ibid, P: 412).  

The  writer  further  explains  the  function  of  punishment  based  upon  the  point  of  view  of 
Durkheim on deviance. Thus, the function of punishment is not to remove criminals or deviants 

(negative) in society. Rather, it is to maintain the collective sentiments at their necessary level of 
strength. Without punishment, collective sentiments would lose their force to control behavior and 

the crime rate would reach the point where it becomes dysfunctional. Thus, for Durkheim, both 
crime and punishment are inevitable and functional for a healthy society (Kelly, et.al.  
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2002). Therefore, crime and deviance are necessary features of every society (Williams, 2004). 
Durkheim’s ideas have had great influence on sociology, continuing well into the modern era 
(Martin, 2005). His view on anomie was taken and modified by Robert K. Merton in explaining 

deviant behavior in a society (Kelly, et.al., 2002).  

2.4.2.2. Robert K. Merton’s Strain Theory  

Robert Merton, according professor Andargachew (1988), took up Durkheim’s original idea of 
anomie and used it to explain deviant behavior. He used the concept anomie to explain the social 

state in which individuals fail to attain the societal goals using socially approved mea ns. Thus, 
Merton’s explanation about deviance is based on goals and means. Where Durkheim stated that 

anomie is the confounding of social norms, Merton goes further and stated that anomie is a state in 
which social goals and the legitimate means to achieve these goals do not correspond (Kelly, et.al. 
2002; and Williams, 2004). 

According to Kendall (2003), strain theory focuses on the idea that people feel strain when they are 

exposed to cultural goals that they are unable to obtain because they do not have access to 
culturally approved ways of achieving those goals.  

Merton posited that the greater society encourages its members to use acceptable means of 

achieving acceptable goals. In the United States, acceptable means include hard work, prudent 
saving, and higher education. Acceptable goals, on the other hand, comprise comfort, leisure time, 

social status, and wealth (Martin, 2005). However, acceptable means are not evenly distributed 
among members of the society though societal goals do.  In other words, not all members of a 
society have equal availability of resources to achieve society’s recognized goals, thus creating 

strain for those with less empowered members. “Strain is manifested at the desire to achieve these 
[socially approved] goals; and one’s inability to acquire the legitimate means to achieve them.” 
(ibid: 83). This implies that those without resources may become criminals or delinquents simply 

because of using illegal means to achieve comfort, leisure, prestige, and wealth. Here, the idea of 
Merton’s individual adaptation comes. Individuals will respond to anomic condition in different 

ways. In particular, their reaction will be shaped by their status in the social structure (Haralambos, 
2005 & Kelly, et.al, 2002). 

Merton has outline five possible ways in which members of US society can respond to success 

goals: conformity, innovation, ritualism, retreatism, and rebellion. Please refer to the following 
table: 

Cultural means  
 

+                      - 
 

+    Conformity     Innovation 
 

-     Ritualism         Retreatism            Rebellion 

 

Merton’s individual modes of adaptation 

a. Conformity: is the most common response. Members of the society can form both to success 
goals and the normative means of reaching them. Conformists strive for success through acceptable 

channels. A good example for this mode of adaptation is a white-collar employee who holds a job 
to support a family.  Conformity, according to Adler (2000), is very important for societal stability 
and continuity. “Were this not so, the stability and continuity of society could not be 

maintained….” (ibid: 62).  
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Merton saw the remaining four modes of individual adaptation as deviance (Kendall, 2003), 
because they reject either acceptable goals or means or both.  

b. Innovation: This response accepts the goal of the society but pursue them with the means which 

is regarded as unacceptable (Schaefer, 2003). Merton argues that members of the lower class are 
most likely to choose this route to success (Haralambos, 2005), because they are less likely to 
succeed via conventional channels. Thus, there is greater pressure among them to deviate. 

Educational qualities of lower class people are low, their jobs provide little opportunity for 
advancement. As a result, their way to progress is so blocked that they innovate other mechanisms 

– crime or deviance – which promises greater rewards than legitimate ones. 

However, Haralambos (20005) has explained, “Merton stresses that membership of the lower strata 
is not itself sufficient enough to produce deviance.” (p: 414). In some more traditional European 
societies, those at the bottom of the social structure are more likely to accept their status since they 

have not internalized mainstream success goals.  

Instead, they have developed distinctive subculture which defines success in terms that differ from 
those of the wider society. But, in USA, all members share the same success goals which result in 

the pressure to innovate and operate forcefully on the lower class (ibid, & Kelly, et.al, 2002).  

c. Ritualism: This mode of adaptation involves the abandoning or scaling down of the loft cultural 
goals of greater pecuniary success and rapid social mobility to the point where one’s aspiration can 

be satisfied. It is the opposite of innovation (Kendall, 2003); persons who cannot obtain expensive 
material possessions or wealth may nevertheless seek to maintain the respect of others by being a 
‘hard worker’ or ‘good citizen’. This type of adaptation is fairly frequent in a society which makes 

one’s social status largely dependent upon one’s achievements (Adler, 2000). This ceaseless 
competitive struggle for better achievements produces acute status anxiety. One advice for allying 
these anxieties is to lower down one’s level of aspiration permanently. The syndrome of the social 

ritualist is both familial and instructive. Their life philosophies include: 

 “I am not sticking my neck out.” 
  “I am playing safe.” 

 “I am satisfied with what I have got.” 
 Don’t aim high and you won’t be disappointed.” 

Ritualism is the prospective of the frightened employee, the zealous conformist bureaucrat in the 

teller’s cage of the private  banking enterprise or in the front office of the public works of enterprise 
(Adler, 2000).  

d. Retreatism: occurred when people abandoned both the approved goals and approved means of 
achieving them. This form of adaptation, unlike conformity, remains the least frequent and 

common. Kendall (2003) argued that Merton included persons such as skid-row, alcoholics and 
drug addicts in this category; however, not all retreatists are destitute. Some may be middle or 

upper income individuals who see themselves as rejecting the conventional trappings of success or 
the means necessary to acquire them (ibid).  

Adler (2000) included some adaptive activities of psychotics, autists, pariahs, outcasts, vagrants, 

vagabonds, tramps, chronic drunkards, and drug addicts into this mode of adaptation. 
Sociologically, these people constitute the true alien, because they do not share the common frame 
of values and norms. Defeatism, quietism, and resignation are manifested as escape mechanisms 

which ultimately lead the individual to ‘escape’ from the requirements of the society.  
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e. Rebellion: It is the rejection of both the success goals and the institutionalized means and their 
replacement by different goals and means. Those who adopt this alternative have the  goal  to  
create  a  new  society  (Haralambos,  2005),  for  example,  radicals, terrorists, etc. Merton argued 

that rebellion is typically members of a rising class rather than the most depressed strata who 
organized the restful and rebellious into a revolutionary group (ibid). In order to achieve their 

alternative goals, rebels may use violence (e.g. vandalism and rioting) or non-violent tactics (e.g. 
civil disobedience) (Kelly, et. al, 2002).  

The implications of Merton’s research are clear: lack of opportunity and inequality are ce ntral 

causal factors for delinquency and crime. This, in turn, shows that the  poor are likely to be deviant. 
However, Merton’s strain theory has been severely criticized by several scholars. Some of these 
critiques include: 

1.  It gives too much emphasis on deviance emanating from the poorer class of society (Martin, 

2005 & Andargachew, 1990). 

2.  Merton’s research depends totally on American society that cannot be generalized for others 
with different socio-cultural settings (Andargachew, 1998). 

3.  Merton failed to adequately explain why some many youth and adults who suffer from strain do 

not turn to delinquency or crime (Martin, 2005).  

4.  Criminalities arose not necessarily because of discrepancies between goals and means, but 
because of all members of that society were led to believe there was equality of opportunity. 

However, in practice, there were sharp constraints on such assumed quality. Consequently, feelings 
of unfairness may arise and lead to the use of illegitimate opportunity structure.  

5.  Little effort has been made to determine to what extent all acts of deviance can be accounted for 
by Merton’s five modes of individual adaptation (Schaefer, 2003).  

6.  Merton’s theory of deviance fails to answer easily such questions as why do some 

disadvantaged groups have lower rates of reported crime than others? Why is criminal activity not 
viewed as a viable alternative by many people in adverse circumstances? (Schaefer, 2003).  

7.  Other critics, like Paul Tappan, argued that American society was not as criminogenic as 

Merton argued. Tappan further discussed that the rigidity of the class structure in the USA was 
more acceptable by the lower and lower middle classes, hence, reduced frustration – reduced crime 

rate (Andargachew, 1990).  

2.4.2.3. Agnew’s General Strain Theory 

In the mid of 1970s strain theory came under heavy attacking after having dominating deviance 
research in the decades of the 1960s, prompting that it become abandoned. However, since that 
time have survived such attacks, but has felt behind a diminished influence. In 1992, Robert 

Agnew proposed a general strain theory that focused on, at least, three measures of strain. Agnew’s 
theory was an extension of Merton’s theory (Conklin, 2004). In place of anomie theory’s  limited  

focus  on  blockage  of  access  to  societal  goals,  especially those  involving monetary success. 
The three measure of strain proposed by Agnew are: 

1) The actual or anticipated failure to achieve positively valued goals; 

2) The actual or anticipated removal of positively valued stimuli; and 
3) The actual or anticipated presentation of negative stimuli (Williams, 2004) 
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Therefore, Agnew’s general strain theory focuses on the individual effects of strain, how it is that 
this strain leads a person towards delinquency and crime (Cernkovich, et. al, 2000). Thus, more 
individualized than the first strain theory that was introduced by Emile Durkheim and Robert 

Merton, general strain theory is considered at the micro level, rather than the macro level (Seigel, 
2003). 

Agnew has seen his theory as central in explaining crime and deviance, but that it needs more 

revision to play such role in sociology. Scholars have argued that Agnew’s theory was written at a 
social psychological level so that it focuses on an individual’s immediate social environment. 

Much of the theory is focused toward adolescent criminality – delinquency, because so much of the 
data available for testing involved surveys of adolescents.  

Agnew and other co-writers in 2000 looked at 2300 children between ages of 7 and 11 in 1976, and 
gained five years later in 1981, measuring their individual strains (both at home and at school), and 

comparing it with their level of constraints and negative emotionality. Agnew, et. al (2002) 
explained that it was mainly juveniles who reacted negatively to strain, and thus the researchers 

wanted to test whether the children with low constraint and high negative emotionality in 1976 
were more likely in 1981  to act criminally or delinquently. In response to their surveys, the 
researchers did find that those juveniles with low constraints and high negative emotionality in 

1981 likely to act delinquent or criminal manner as a reaction to parental and educational strain 
that occurred in their lives.  

Agnew’s strain theory focuses primarily on negative relationship with others, in that a person is not 

treated in a way that he expects or wants to be treated. He wholeheartedly argued that people are 
pressure into deviant and criminal behaviors by negative affective states such as anger which 
results in negative relationships. Such a negative affective state leads to pressure which, in turn, 

leads to illegitimate ways to attain a goal. But, other strain theorists explain strain in a way that 
relationships with others prevent one from reaching positively valued goals. They focus primarily 

on goal blockage that is often experienced by the lower and lower-middle classes. Agnew 
suggested that criminologists and other concerned bodies with crime and delinquency should pay 
special attention to the magnitude, recency, duration, and cluster of strainful events to determine 

whether a person copes with strain in criminal or conforming manner. He particularly identified 
factors such as temperament, intelligence, interpersonal skill, self-efficacy, association with 

criminal peers, and conventional social support (Conklin, 2004).  

Before winding up our discussion on Agnew’s general strain theory of deviance and crime, it is 
worthwhile addressing some of his critiques.   Anderson (2002) has identified the following 
shortcomings of general strain theory:  

i. General strain theory fails to explain the reality that there are people who commit crimes and 
delinquent acts and do not possess traits of low constraints and negative emotionality. Thus, 
general strain theory focuses mainly on micro level factors while ignoring those factors at a macro 

level of a society. 

ii. It does not explain why many of the so-called white-collar crime occur. 

iii. According to general strain theory, those who commit crime should be non-white, poor with 
low constraint and high negative emotionality. If it is so, why is it that more poor people are not 

committing crime? What about those who are ‘okay’ being poor?  
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iv. General strain theory reveals that juveniles commit crimes and delinquent acts because they do 
not have the means by which to properly deal with their low constraints and high negative 
emotionality. This explain why desistance occur later in life for these juveniles, but what about for 

those who do not desist from crime as they get older? 

v. It is a sundry fact that crime does occur in slum areas; and this coincides with the views 
expressed in general strains theory; but what about those crimes that are not committed in the slum 

areas? 

vi. Another issue not explained by general strain theory is why hate crimes occur? Why does 
discrimination occur at all? Why terrorism is occurs? Why war is occurs 

vii. General strain theory states that crimes are committed to improve individuals’ economic 

situation. What about those crimes which are violent and non-monetary? 

viii. General strain theory also fails to explain why it is that females commit crimes. Agnew, et. al, 
(2002) and Crenkovich, et. al (2000) found that more males than females were prone to having the 

traits of low constraint high negative emotionality, so why is it that some females still do commit 
crime. 

According to Anderson (2002), general strain theory does not solve its shortcomings, and only 
further researches in more diversified areas such as those mentioned above will be able to improve 

on the shortcomings of the theory, as is the case with any theory that has inadequacies. Once these 
several questions have answers backed by research, then general stain theory will be able to 

adequately explain all areas of crime and deviance as they occur in society.  

2.4.2.4. Relative Deprivation Theory 

A  significant  number  of  scholars  have  tried  to  identify  the  concept  relative  deprivation. 
Haralambos (2005) applies the term reference deprivation to refer to subjectively perceived 
deprivation which people actually feel. Schaefer (2003) defined it as the conscious experience of a 

negative discrepancy between legitimate expectations and present activities. Kendall (2003), on her 
behalf, agrees with the idea that relative deprivation is the discontent that people may feel when 

they compare their achievements with those of similarly situated persons and find that they have 
less than they think they deserve. Karl Marx explained the idea of relative deprivation as: 

A house may be large or small, as long as the surrounding houses are small; it satisfies 

all social demands for a dwelling. But, let a palace arise besides the little houses, and it 
shrinks from a little house to a hut (cited in Kendall, 2003: 643). 

Therefore, a relative deprived person is dissatisfied because he feels down trodden relative to some 
appropriate reference group (Schafer, 2003). Relative deprivation has been seen as an important 

cause for some forms of crimes and delinquency, and social movement. Conklin (2004) has 
revealed this condition (relationship between crime and relative deprivation as follows: 

Even more important than poverty of unemployment as a cause of crime may be the poor 

or unemployed people perceive their situation. Most poor and unemployed people are 
law-abiding, and the crime rate of the poor in many developing nations are lower than the 
crime rates of Americans, who have higher absolute standards of living. For instance, 

blacks in United States have higher incomes, on the average, than black Africans, but 
black Americans have higher crime rates than black Africans (Conklin, 2004: 147). 
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Social scientists, especially political scientists and sociologists, have used relative deprivation as a 

potential cause of social movement and deviance, leading to extreme situation to political violence 

such as rioting, terrorism and civil wars or social deviance such as crime and delinquency. 

Individuals engage in some deviant behavior when their institutional means do not match cultural 

goals. Runciman has identified four preconditions of relative deprivation of object X by A as 

follows: 

 A does not have X 

 A knows other persons that have X 

 A wants to have X 

 A believes obtaining X is realistic.  

Runciman, based on this preconditional analysis, identified between egoistic relative deprivation 
and fraternalistic relative deprivation. Egoistic relative deprivation is caused by unfavourable 
social position when compared to other better off members of a specific group o f which A is the 

member while a fraternalistic relative deprivation is caused by unfavourable comparison to other 
better off groups. Egoistic relative deprivation can be seen in the example of a worker who 

believed he should have been promoted faster and may lead to that person taking actions designed 
to improve his position within the group; those actions are, however, unlikely to affect many 
people. Similarly, fraternalistic relative deprivation can be seen in the example of racial 

discrimination, and are much more likely to result in the creation and growth of large social 
movement, like the American civil right movement in the 1960s. Another example is an envy 

teenagers feel towards the wealthy character that are portrayed in movies and on television as 
being middle class or normal despite wearing expensive clothes, driving expensive cars, and living 
in mansions. 

Several researches have been conducted on the relationship between relative deprivation and the 

propensity to become deviant and criminal. One best instance in Amnon Levy‘s investigation on 
the relationship between relative deprivation and myopic addiction. Levy (2006) found that there 

was a strong relationship between the consumption of strong, mind-alerting substances and level of 
relative deprivation based on the assumption that “The myopic user’s mind -alerting substance is 
proposed to be equal to the product of his current level of relative deprivation and substance 

tolerance.” (ibid: 15). The researcher concluded that an initial failure to attain the perceived 
socioeconomic position makes the individual feel relatively deprived; which generates his 

addiction – intensified consumption of mind-alerting substance for obtaining immediate relief; 
which aggravates the individual’s addiction, intensifies his engagement in illegal and stigmatized 
income-generating activities and depreciates his socioeconomic condition; which hightens his 

feelings of relative deprivation; and so forth.  

According  to  Conklin  (2004),  the  discrepancy  between  people’s  expectations  and  their 
capabilities can motivate them to violate the law. Expectations, as per the writer, are the goods and 

conditions of life to which people think they are rightfully entitled, and capabilities are good and 
conditions of life they believe they can attain and maintain under the current social system. The 
prevalence of much discrepancy between the two - relative deprivations – is attributed to be the 

cause for crime which is targeted to deeply held goals such as  material success. People also engage 
in criminal activities when they convinced themselves that there is not other legal alternative 

means to resolve or reduce their relative deprivation. Crime is not, however, the only reaction to a 
sense of relative deprivation; relative deprivation can also lead to political action, a social 
movement, suicide and alcoholism most of which are deviant behaviors – with the exception of 
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social movement. Here, we have to note that it is the only belief that others are getting more than 
they deserve relative to their efforts that can lead to a sense of inequality that finally motivates 
people to engage in deviant and criminal acts for personal gain.  

Judith and Peter Blau (1982) attempt to summarize the discussion on relative deprivation so far we 
have seen.  Blau  saw  relative  deprivation  as  a  sense  of  social  injustice  based  on  the 
comparison between the rich and the poor who live in close proximity. This sense of injustice 

becomes the cause for the occurrence of discontent that leads people to violate laws so as to 
compensate their discontent and then crime will be escalated. As the result, the rich retreat to gated 

communities due to distrust of society or community. 

Here, poverty itself is not a cause for the prevalence of deprived condition, but the proximity of 
wealth and poverty (Keel, 2008). Judith and Peter Blau’s theory explains middle and upper class 
deviance since deprivation is relative and comes about due proximity to wealth and poverty. It also 

explains the idea that crime rates go up during times of affluences.  

The theory of relative deprivation has faced significant number of critiques. Some are listed below: 

1.  This approach fails to explain why certain feelings of deprivation are transformed into criminal 
acts and social movement whereas in other similar situations there are no such conditions 

(Schaefer, 2003). 

2.  Similar to the above points, Conklin (2004) argued that people developed their idea about what 
they are entitled to not only by comparing their own position to that of others, but also by 

comparing their own efforts and contributions to those of others. In this case a sense of equity 
exists. This sense of equity may be there when individuals believe that their own social position is 
in the same ratio to their efforts as are the social positions and efforts of others. Thus, people may 

not be motivated to violate for personal gains.  

3.  Relative deprivation theory fails to explain why people do not engage in criminal acts even 
though they experience the deprived conditions. 

2.4.2.5. Durkheim’s, Legacy: Anomie and Relative Deprivation 

Of all theories which have been influential in explaining the social causation of criminal and 

deviant behavior, anomie theory is paramount. It is the anomie theory which attempt to p inpoint 
the origin of crime and deviance in the dominant ethos and structure of society and in the 

fundamental contradictions which exist within the social order.  However, there has been, over the 
year, a considerable narrowing of its conception, a focus on the explanation of the lower working 
class crime to the exclusion of crime throughout the structure and the repeated loss of human 

subjectivity, particularly in those instances where anomie or strain theory, as it has come known, is 
operationalized and tested against various bases (Blau, 1982).  

Durkheim distinguished two forms of anomie, which are termed by Blau, as anomie of injustice 

and anomie of the advantaged. Whereas the anomie of injustice refers to the realistic aspirations (in  
terms  of  merit)  faced  with  inequitable  opportunities, the  anomie  of  the  advantaged  is 
concerned with unrealistic and unlimited aspirations. Durkheim criticized a utilitarian morality that 

encourages unrestrained self-seeking which has neither meaningful endpoint nor any substantial or 
tangible object. 

We are now in a position to summarize the key contributions of Durkheim to the anomie tradition 

and the substantial theorization which grew out of it:  
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1.  The relationship of the economic sphere: He saw sources of d iscontent both in the forced 
division of labor and where occupational roles and rewards are not allocated by merit and aptitude, 
and in the individualistic values themselves generated in the sphere of economy. Market relations 

are, thus, the causal bases of his analysis. 

2.  The social basis of discontent: Durkheim pinpointed the source of discontent as within – both its 
economic and cultural structure – not within the biological tendencies of the individual. It is ironic 

that a theorist who argued that the biological drives could only fix the limits of organic satiation 
and that these were strictly demarcated, should be portrayed as locating insatiable aspirations in the 

sphere of biology. It is the inability of human biology to fix limits and the infinite flexibility of 
society to raise them rather than the reverse which is the crux of the matter. For, if biology were 
paramount, there would, in fact, be little problem of anomie.  

3.  The content of norms: He viewed the contradiction between hereditary privilege and 

opportunity based on merit as a potential source of discontent.  The notion of blocked mobility, of 
lack of opportunities and of unfair condition of competition in the labor market is, therefore, 

stressed. 

4.  The  form  of  norms:  He  pointed  to  the  individualism engendered by  the  market  as 
undermining social order and generating discontent in that such value provide no finite and 
satisfactory end. The effect of culture is thus stressed although the cult of individualism is 

grounded in the economy. 

5.  The presence of social norms: he indicated that rapid social and economic change created 
situations where there was no agreement as to the distribution of rewards and a state of sample de-

regulation occurred. 

6.  The relative nature of discontent: he was actually aware that feelings of discontent and 
satisfaction  were  not  related  to  absolute  level  of  wealth,  but  were  relative  to  the consensus 

of opinion as to place of a particular occupation in the hierarchy. But, he adds to this the important 
proviso that it is not the existence of rules, but rules which are seen as meritocratic that ensure their 
legitimacy. 

7.  The conscious actor:  throughout Durkheim’s framework he stresses the individual assessing the 

justice of rules and of his position in the hierarchy. There is no sense of the social actor being a 
deterministic product of rules or lacks of them, as in sociological positivism.  

8.  The timing of discontent: Durkheim pinpointed times of rapid increasing in prosperity and 

economic crisis as the occasion where there is the greatest level of anomie. This being said, his 
critiques of the ethos of individualism and of unmeritocratic society hinges around the need to 
develop a solidaristic social order. In the absence of such social change anomie would undoubtedly 

remain and be normal feature of industrial society.  

9.  The distribution of discontent: anomie is seen as occurring both amongst the advantaged and the 
disadvantaged. Thus, the ethos of individualism is seen to percolate down throughout society 

although there is a greater disorientation amongst those high in the social order, whilst the anomie 
of blocked opportunities is, of course, greatest in those without sufficient inherited wealth.  

10. Shape of discontent: although there is no clear linkage between anomie and particular form of 

deviance, Durkheim, of course, does not limit his discussion to outcomes of instrumental criminal 
nature. Suicide, rebellion, expressive crimes, and the evidence of excess are all hinted or 
delineated. 
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Therefore, this is the Durkheimian legacy. It is a work that attempts to connect the economic 
conditions of society to its moral climate. It questions both available means and ends in terms of 
the legitimacy of the system and the crisis of motivation of the social actor within it. It is critical 

not only of the lack of opportunities within the social structure but of the culture itself. There is 
evident that the presence of a conscious actor and the beginning of relative deprivation theory.  

Durkheim’s formulation does not restrict themselves to the lower point of the class structure, but 

anomie is present throughout although to varying degrees. Discontent is present both at times of 
prosperity and in recession.  He  would,  therefore,  not  face  the  conundrum  of  sociological 

positivism with regards to middle-class deviancy nor an etiological crisis when confronting crime 
crises rapidly in times of affluence. He would have discontent occurring, both because of deficit 
amongst the unsuccessful and arising from ends, which once achieved, are experienced as deficient 

by the successful. Of course, there are many omissions. There is no sense of pluralism, the 
relationship between discontent and particular forms of deviance is not spelt out; various modes of 

accommodation to inequality are missing and the intermediate situation, gearing between social 
values and the individual, are absence. Much of this is remedied in later anomie theory and many 
of these problems are still to be tackled satisfactorily, but the theoretical insights which Durkheim 

has provided are a rich vein and their recapitulation – a vital necessity if we are to build a fully 
social structural theory. 

2.4.3. Structural and Substructural Theories of Deviance 

A  subculture  is  a  distinctive  culture  subsisting  within  a  culture  which  differs  from  the 

mainstream culture but does not necessarily present a culture deemed deviant by the majority. It is 
only partly different from parent culture and cannot be totally different from the culture of which it 
is a part; otherwise it would be termed as contra-culture (Narayan, 2007). 

According to Haralambos (2005), structural theories of deviance are similar to Merton’s theory. 

They explain the origin of deviance in terms of the positions of individuals or groups in the social 
structure. Haralambos added that subcultural theories argued that deviance should be explained in 

terms of the subculture of the social group. Subculture theorists contend that certain groups 
develop distinctive norms and values that deviate from the mainstream culture of the society. Often 
structural and subcultural theories of deviance are combined in Albert Cohen’s, Thorsten Sellin’s, 

and Walter Miller’s theories of deviance.  

2.4.3.1. Thorsten Sellin’s Culture Conflict Theory of Deviance 

Robert Keel (2005) has discussed that rather than conceptualizing deviance as a problem of the 
stress and strain related to a weakening of social control, the idea rooted in the Marxist image of 

social inequality and competition, of the social system being constituted by diverse cultural groups 
with conflicting interests, value and norms emerged. Within the conflict perspective, deviance is 

conceptualized not as abnormal behavior brought on by faulty socialization of normative 
ambiguity, but as a normal political progress brought about by inter-group struggle for dominance 
(Keel, 2005, and Kelly, et. al, 2002). Thorstin Sellin (1938) realized the cultural diversity of 

modern industrial society. For him, law embodied the normative structure of the dominant cultural 
of ethnical group. 

The criminal law contains the crime norm, inappropriate behavior and its punishment, reflecting 

the value and interest of the groups successful in achieving control of legislative process. The 
conduct norm of others less powerful groups reflecting their specific social situation and 
experiences often come into conflict (culture conflict) with the crime norms. This leads to the 
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production of deviant or criminal definition surrounding everyday behavior of individual member 
of those less powerful groups. Sellin indicated that a society diversified and became more frequent 
conflict; therefore, deviance would increase (Kelly, et. al, 2002).  

Therefore, the main focus of Sellin was directed towards the explanation of the conduct norms 
which are a unique set of values and behaviors which characterize a minority within a larger 
society. In order to see this, Sellin developed a major premise, i.e., obedience to the norms of their 

subculture puts people in conflict with the norms of the dominant culture.  According to him, 
conduct norms are acquired through childhood socialization, thus, all cultures establish their own 

conduct norms. This socialization process will be applicable both to the subgroups and to the 
mainstream norms. When laws are enacted, the will represent the norms, values and interests of the 
dominant cultural or ethnical group which may produces broader cultural conflict.  When the two 

cultures interact and one seeks to extend its influence into the other, each side is likely to react 
protectively. If the balance of power is relatively equal, an accommodation will usually be reached. 

But, if the distribution of power is unequal, everyday behavior of the minority group may be 
defined as deviant.    Therefore, the more diversified and heterogeneous a society becomes, the 
greater the probability of more frequent conflict as subgroups that live by their own rules break the 

rules of the other. Hence, as per the idea of Sellin, it can be concluded that crime and deviant are 
the products of clash of norms. 

George Vold (1958) another criminologist, continued to explain this idea. He suggested an 

understanding of the social nature of crime as a product of conflict between groups within the same 
culture, rather than attempting to explain crime as an individual law violation. Humans, for Vold, 
by their very nature, are social beings, forming a group out of shared interests and needs. These 

interests and needs of the groups interact and produce competition in an increasingly political arena 
over maintaining and/or expanding one’s groups position relative to others in the control of 

necessary resources (such as money, education, employment, etc). The challenge to all social 
groups, according to Vold, is to control the state for their own sectional interests. Hence, the group 
which proves most efficient in the control of political processes obtained the mandate to enact laws 

that limit the acts of other groups and, in some cases, prevent the fulfillment of minority group 
needs (Keel, 2005). 

Although the theory has some interests, it is limited in its application to the criminal law because it 

is not so much the law that presents sectional interests, but the way in which it is enforced. For 
example, the definition of theft might remain constant but the allocation of resources to investigate 
and prosecute theft may be unequally distributed between blue-collar and white- collar version of 

the behavior. 

2.4.3.2. Albert K. Cohen’s Delinquent Subculture Theory  

Albert K. Cohen was the first person who attempted to find out the process of beginning of 
delinquent subculture. His perspective has been referred to an integrative theory of several 

sociological theories such as Chicago school, Merton’s strain theory, cultural conflict theory, 
differential association theory, and so on. Among these, Cohen consumed Merton’s work very 

much. He made two major criticisms of Merton’s view on working class deviance. First, he argued 
that delinquency is a collective rather than an individual response. Whereas Merton sees an 
individual responding to his position in the class structure, Cohen sees individuals joining together 

in a collective response. Secondly, Cohen argues that Merton failed to account for ‘no - utilitarian  
crime’  such  as  vandalism  and  joy-riding which  do  not  produce  money rewards (Haralambos, 

2005).  
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Like Merton, Cohen agreed upon the idea that lower working class boys fail to attain cultural goals 
using appropriate means due largely to educational failure and the dead-end jobs which result from 
this. Cohen supports the idea that cultural deprivation accounts for the lack of educational access of 

members of the lower working class. According to him, many lower working class boys suffer 
from status frustration because they are stuck at the bottom of the stratification system with 

avenues to success blocked (Keel, 2005; Haralambos, 2005). These boys are frustrated and 
classified with their low status in society. They resolve their frustration not by turning to criminal 
path to success, as Merton argued, but by rejecting the success goal of the mainstream culture. 

They replace them with alternative sets of norms and values in terms of which they can achieve 
success and gain prestige (Macionis, 1997). According to Cohen, the result is a delinquent 

subculture which is a collective solution to the common problems of lower working class 
adolescents. 

The delinquent subculture rejects the mainstream culture and, at the same time, reverses it. For 

Cohen, the delinquent subculture takes its norms from the larger culture but turns them upside 
down. That is why a high value is placed by this subculture on activities such as stealing, 
vandalism, and truancy which are condemned in the wider society (Haralambos, 2005).  

Cohen describes the delinquent subculture in the following way. “Throughout there is a kind of 

malice apparent, an enjoyment of discomfiture of others, a delight in the defiance of taboos.” 
(Cited in Haralambos, 2005). 

Cohen demonstrates this with the example of defecating on the teacher’s desk. However, the 

delinquent subculture is more than an act of deviance, a negative reaction to society which has 
denied opportunity to some of its members. It renders positive rewards. Those who perform 
successfully, in line with the values of the subculture, gain recognition and prestige in the eyes of 

their peers. Therefore, stealing becomes, as to Cohen, not so much a means of achieving success in 
terms of the mainstream goals, but a valued activity to which attaches glory, progress and profound 

satisfaction. 

Cohen argues that in this way lower working class boys solve the problem of status frustration. 
They reject mainstream values which offer them little chance of success and substitute deviant 
values in terms of which they can be successful – delinquents do not motivated by monetary 

rewards.  

This is a kind of structural explanation in the same way as it was given by Merton. Haralambos 
explained that there is greater pressure on certain groups within the social structure since there is 

unequal access to opportunity. However, he departs from Merton’s view when he sees some 
delinquents as being a collective response directly by subcultural values.  

Cohen’s delinquent subculture theory does not escape from criticism. David Bordva argues that 

Cohen uses the idea of lower class subculture for the purpose of explaining the educational failure 
of lower working class boys, with the notion of cultural deprivation, but he never uses cultural 
deprivation to explain delinquency. Thus, whereas cultural deprivation is passed on from 

generation to generation, this doesn’t seem to happen with the delinquent subculture.  

2.4.3.3. Walter B. Miller’s Lower Class Subculture Theory 

Walter B. Miller was an American anthropologist with specific familiarity in ethnography (Keel, 
2005). He was in a different avenue from Merton and Cohen when he was explaining lower class 
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delinquency. First, he rejected Merton’s conception that delinquent subculture represents an 
alternative means of achieving mainstream goals. 

Secondly, he reject Cohen’s argument that delinquent subculture results from the reaction to the 

failure to attain mainstream goals. Instead, Miller sees lower class delinquency as simply resulting 
from lower class subculture. 

Having closely studied, as an ethnographer the lower class area of Boston in 1995, Miller came up 
with his own conclusion and thus his lower class focal concern theory (Macionis, 1997). He used 

the concept of focal concern, and not value, to further describe things that were important to the 
subculture. 

Miller identified six focal concerns to which the lower class gives attention to. These are elements 

of a ‘distinctive cultural system’ which may be termed as ‘lower class’. Thus, these six focal 
concerns are major areas of interest and involvement among lower class people. These six local 
concerns include trouble, toughness, smartness, excitement, fate, and autonomy (Keel, 2005; 

Macionis, 1997; Haralambos, 2005’ and Carlia, 2002).  

The concern for trouble is a major feature of the lower class. Getting into trouble and staying out of 
trouble are very important daily preoccupations of the lower class. Trouble can either mean 

prestige or landing into jail. Trouble arises from frequent conflict with teachers and police. 
Toughness, another concern, further represents a commitment to law-violation and being a problem 

to others. It involves a concern for masculinity and finds expression in courage in the face of 
physical threats and rejection of timidity and weakness. In practice, this  leads to assault and battery 
in order to maintain reputation for toughness.  

The third focal concern is that of smartness. It is the ability to gain something by outsmarting or 

canning others.   Prestige is often a reward for those demonstrating skills. Thus, smartness involves 
the capacity to outsmart outfox, outwit, dupe, ‘take’, ‘con’, another. Excitement is another focal 

concern in which living on the age thrills and doing dangerous things as well as taking risks is a 
crucial concern. In practice it is found in gambling, sexual adventure and alcohol, all of which 
combined in a night out of the town. This heady mixture can result in damage to limb, life and 

properties. The fifth focal concern is fate which is a crucial concern to the lower class. Many 
believe that their lives are subject to forces outside of their control; and nothing can be done about 

them. The last focal concern focuses on autonomy which signifies being independent not relaying 
on others and rejecting authority. It is the resentment of authority and rules (Carlia, 2002 and Keel, 
2005). 

According to Miller, youth who obey the street rules of lower class life (focal concern) find 

themselves in conflict with the dominant culture. It results from socialization into a subculture with 
a distinctive tradition. 

Miller presents a picture of member of the lower class living in a world of their own, totally 

insulated from the rest of the society. They appear to pursue their focal concern with no reference 
to the mainstream culture (Haralambos, 2005).  

However, many sociologists have criticized Miller’s theory. They explain that he disregards the 

fact that many lower class people actually do conform to societal norms, they cannot totally be 
insulated. David Bordva says that the involvements in lower class culture are so deep and exclusive 
that contacts with agents of middle class dominated institutions, especially the school have no 
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impact. Unlike Miller, most sociologists who use the concert of subculture to explain deviance, see 
it as secondary to structural explanations. 

This theory has also been criticized for its failure to address female delinquents. It has also been 

criticized for being tautological, for example, it is a tautological discussing the idea that 
delinquents have focal concerns will result in delinquency. 

2.4.3.4. The Differential Opportunity Theory: Cloward and Ohlin 

In 1960, American sociologists Richard A.  Cloward and Lloyd E.  Ohlin combined and developed 
many insights of Merton’s and Cohen’s viewpoints. They proposed a theory of delinquent gang 

known as differential opportunity theory. They follow Merton in emphasizing cultural goals and 
the means with which people use to reach such goals (Conklin, 2004). While Merton belied that 

innovation  is the form of deviance occurs when people lack access to the legitimate means to 
reach currently approved goals band turn to illegitimate means to achieve those goals, Cloward and 
Ohlin accept this theory and added to it the idea people’s access to both the legitimate and 

illegitimate means is socially structured. By the same token, they convinced themselves to the idea 
that there is differential opportunity to attain cultural goals by legitimate means but there is also 

differential opportunity to use illegitimate means to reach those goals. Cloward and Ohlin 
explained that delinquent subculture flourish in the lower class and take a particular forms so that 
the means for illegitimate success are no more equally distributed than the means for legitimate 

success. They further explain that there are two kinds of opportunities which are differentially 
distributed: access to learning structures and access to performance structures. Learning structures 

are appropriate environments for the acquisition of the values and skills associated with the 
performance of a particular role whereas performance structures are opportunities to join with 
other who share a similar problem of adjustment and opportunities to gain peer approval for one’s 

behavior (Conklin, 2005). 

They begin their explanation of working class delinquency, according to Haralambos (2005), from 
the same point a Merton. There is greater pressure on members of the working class to deviate due 

to the fact that they have less opportunity to succeed using legitimate means (ibid). Thus, 
differential opportunity theory assumes that discrepancies between aspirations and legitimate 
chance of achievement increases as one descends in class structure with lower class youth learning 

their goals, from the larger culture but unable to revise their aspirations downwards. Hence, their 
lack of access to legitimate means to reach cultural goals produce intense frustration, and they 

reach for illegitimate means to achieve cultural goals. Kendall (2003) added to this idea that for 
deviance to occur, people must have access to illegitimate opportunity structures are circumstances 
that provide an opportunity for people to acquire through illegitimate activities what they cannot 

achieve through legitimate channels.  

Therefore, those in the working class, according to Cloward and Ohlin, are more likely to deviate 
because they have less opportunity to succeed using legitimate means. Based on their research in 

1960,  they  identified  three  basic  gang  types  which  emerge  on  the  basis  of  what  type  of 
illegitimate opportunity structure was available in a specific area. These gang types include the 

criminal subculture, the conflict subculture and the retreatist subculture (Kendall, 2003).  

The criminal gang is devoted to utilitarian crime – crime which results in financial rewards or gain. 
It is similar to Merton’s innovators. A criminal subculture is an environment in which the young 
are exposed to crimes committed by the adult subculture. It may be devoted to such crimes as theft, 

extortion, and other illegal means of securing an income. Contrary to the criminal subculture, the 
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conflict gang subculture, similar to Merton’s rebellion, is a social setting where there is no adult 
criminal subculture for adolescents to look up to. 

There is little organized crime, and young criminals are climbing the ladder of illegitimacy to gain 

success. Members of the conflict gang often join the subculture to gain prestige in their peer groups 
by fighting over turf and adopting a value system of toughness, courage and other similar qualities 
(Kendall, 2003). Unlike the afro mentioned two types of subcultures, members of the retreatist 

gang are unable to gain success through legitimate means and are willing to do so through illegal 
ones (ibid). Haralambos (2005), mentioned that members of the retreatist subculture are organized 

mainly around illegal drug use because they have failed to succeed in both the legitimate and 
illegitimate means. As failed criminals or failed gang members they retreat, tails between their 
legs, into retreatist subculture (http://www.revisionnotes.co.uk ).  

Cloward and Ohlin provide one of the most sophisticated analysis of lower class delinquency from 

a structural and subcultural perspective. Haralambos argued that Cloward and Ohlin presented  an  
explanation  for  various  forms  of  delinquency  by  adding  the  notion  of  the illegitimate 

opportunity structure to Merton’s scheme and by placing Cohen’s views in a wider context.  

However, they are criticized for several serious limitations. Conklin (2004) mentioned that both 
Cloward and Ohlin offer no evidence that lower class gang boys are socialized to want to reach 
those cultural goals, to which they have been socialized, and no evidence that the discrepancy 

between goals and legitimate means is greater for lower class members than for other lower class 
youths. Like Merton, they focused on sociocultural factors such as institutionalized access to 

opportunities, rather than individual decisions to act. A more complete theory, for Conklin, might 
also look at the way people seek out or actually use opportunities to engage in crime and 
delinquency.  

2.4.4. The Ecology of Deviance: The Chicago School 

During the 1920s, a group of sociologist based in Chicago, which later became known as the 
Chicago school, developed an ecological approach to the study of social life. Ecology refers to the 
relationship between organisms and their environments. Member of Chicago school applied this 

concept to the growth of cities and argued that behavior could be explained in terms of the urban 
environment. Under this subtopic, we are going to treat the ideas forwarded by several ecological 

theorists such as Clifford Shaw, Henry McKay, Robert E.  Park, and Ernest W. Burgess.  

2.4.4.1. Robert E. Park and Ernest W. Burgess 

The  sociological  research  of  the  Chicago  school  was  mainly inspired  by  the  teaching  and 
theoretical understandings of Park and Burgess, the most influential sociologists at the university 
of  Chicago  during  the  social  disorganization  period  (Orcutt,  2003).  They introduced an 

ecological analysis of crime causation. They developed the idea of the nature of urban areas which 
consisted of the concentric zone which extends out from downtown central business district to the 

commuter zone at the fringes of the city (Keel, 2001). Each zone has its own structure and 
organization, characteristics and unique inhabitants.   This had been known as Burgess’s 
Concentric Zone Theory. 

Although the organic models of society and other biological analogies were taken less seriously by 
Chicago sociologists than they were by the social pathologists. Park, particularly, made extensive 
use of ideas adopted from the biological fields of plant and animal ecology in his theoretical work 

on the structure and change of urban community. 
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Without denying the importance of social and cultural aspects of urban life, Park argued that 
community organization was additionally based on nonsocial processes such as the competition for 
space in urban areas, patterns of land use and the distribution of population in the urban 

community were shaped by an ecological struggle for survival as well as cultural factors (Orcutt, 
2003) 

Burgess, Park’s close colleague, proposed a systematic application of this general ecological 

theorizing in his concentric model of urban growth. He used the city of Chicago as a concrete 
illustration of graphic model. This model divided the city into five concentric zones based on 

typical patter of land use for commercial or residential purpose. Zone one, the central business 
district or loop in Chicago, is restricted to the commercial uses whereas zone three up to five are 
residential areas, ranging from  a zone of workingmen’s home to the suburban commuters’ zone.  

Zone two, the zone in transition, is a mixed area where low rent, slum, residents are being replaced 

by businesses and factories (Orcutt, 2003). While Burgess’s model was, in part, an attempt to 
describe the typical pattern of urban land use at a give point in time, he believed that it was most 

useful for understanding the process ecological change in the city. Ecological transition was 
common in urban areas. As a result of ecological competition for space which originates in zone 
one, all of the Zones in Burgess’s model steadily expand outward every time.  

Although the ecological zone suggests by Burgess’s model rippled throughout the entire urban 

area, the impact of ecological competition and change was most marked in zone two, the zone in 
transition. It was characterized by residential deterioration, rapid social change, and several social 

disorganization. People from radically different backgrounds lived side by side in this impersonal 
slum environment. These factors produce an absence of interpersonal relationships and a braking 
down of informal social controls, the Chicago sociologists viewed it as inevitable that this areas 

would experience a high degree of social disorganization and high rates of social problems and 
deviance – crime, delinquency, suicide, mental disorder, divorce, and so forth. Following 

Burgess’s research, several scholars conducted similar investigations and came up with the 
findings which were consistent to Burgess’s findings. These consistent findings from the 
ecological research by Chicago school researchers provided the sociology of deviance with its first 

well-supported empirical generalizations about the environmental characteristics. The most 
prominent scholars who followed burgess footprint include Shaw and McKay discussed below.  

2.4.4.2. Shaw and McKay – 1929 

Shaw  and  McKay  were  researchers  at  the  Chicago’s  institute  for  juvenile  research  and 

cooperators with Chicago’s sociology department. They were interested in Park and Burgess’s 
conception of  the  natural  urban  area  of  Chicago,  and  used  this  model for  the  purpose of 

investigating the relationship between crime rates and different urban sections. Thus, Shaw and 
McKay developed their model of analysis of deviance and crime based on the ideas of Park and 
Burgess. They divided the city into five zones, draw at two mile intervals, and radiating outwards 

in concentric circles from the central business district. They examined the rate of crime for these 
five zones. Using statistics on male delinquency from the juvenile court, they discovered that the 

delinquency rate steadily decreases from zone one, the areas covered the central business district, 
to zone five on the outskirt of the city (Keel, 2001).  

Shaw and McKay explained their results as follow: zone two, also known as transition zone, has 
relatively higher rate of population turnover due to (1) rural migrants to the city often begin their 

urban lives in zone two. Since the migrants have little money, they prefer to dwell in this zone so 
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as to take the advantage of the cheapest accommodation. Many migrants move out to higher 
income areas once they have become established, so making rooms for the new arrivals. And (2) 
the expansion of the central business district into the zone of transition. This produces population 

movement as the central business district invades the former residential areas. In addition, other 
factors such as the prevalence of substandard housing, limited parental supervision, and 

intergenerational culture conflict also characterized the zone.  

Based on these conditions, Shaw and McKay argued that the processes of city growth explain the 
high concentration of the crime and delinquency in the zone of transition (Zander Vanden, 1990; 

and Haralambos, 2005). 

A population turnover rate prevents the formulation of a stable community and results in social 
disorganization. The indications of social disorganization include delinquency, prostitution, 
gambling, illegal drug use, a high consumption of alcohol, violence and broken families. Such 

behavior can flourish, because in an area of shifting population social controls are weak. Controls  
such  as  gossip,  public  opinions,  public  surveillance  and  parental  control  are  not sufficient 

strong to prevent the development of deviant norms and values. 

The point of view of the Chicago school has the virtue of linking structural and substructural 
theories within theories of community. Shaw and McKay understood that the rate of delinquency 
corresponds closely to economic factors. Income rises constantly from zone one to zone five. 

Delinquency rates decline steadily from the inner city slum areas to the tree- lined suburbs. Thus, a 
part of their theory echoes Merton’s structural view.  

Limitations of the Ecological Theories 

There are problems regarding the concept of social disorganization and these problems are what 

contributed to its decline in importance. These problems are: 

 It confuses cause and effect. It was locked into a circular argument in their theorizing about 
the social disorganization and deviance. Why does the deviant behavior occur in the urban 

slums? Because the slum area is disorganized. But, how do we know the slum area is 
disorganized? Because it has high rate of deviant behavior. So it goes with no way of 
distinguishing the cause from its effect (Keel, 2005 & Orcutt, 2003). Thus, “this is the 

tendency for the theory to be tautological … saying the same thing twice over in different 
words.” (Haralambos, 2005).  

 Social disorganization was rather subjective and judgmental all the while pretend ing to be 
objective. Observers failed to free themselves from biases and place their own value 
judgments on social behavior. The Chicago sociologists still tend to equate the good life of 

an organized society with a stereotypic image of the stable rural community. 
 It tried to explain crime as an almost entirely lower class phenomenon, and no way 

included middle and upper class deviance and crime rates. Thus, it was biased in that it 
favoured middle class students. Those in the lower strata were assumed to have higher 
levels of crime rates because their members lived in the most socially disorganized area of 

the city. 
 Social change was often confused with social disorganization, and little attention was paid 

to explain why some social changes were disorganized and why others were organized.  
 What is disorganized? At some times, things may seem like disorganization but at other 

times, they may be highly organized systems of competing norms and values. The concept 

produces a little ambiguity (Keel, 2005).  
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 Martin (2005 also argued that ecological theory has had over-reliance on social structure to 
explain delinquency and crime.  But, other factors such as anomie or in-migration of 
criminally inclined people who drive out law-abiding residents – can also explain deviance. 

Thus, it can, however, be concluded that ecology theory fails to consider other factors 
contributing to the behavior. 

 The emphasis on social disorganization tends to underplay the degree of organizations of 
criminal and delinquent subculture (Haralambos, 2005). 

 The ecological theory has also been criticized for the tendency to see man simply reacting 

to forces outside him and beyond his control. Many sociologists reject the positivist 
approach which tends to see man simply reacting to the external st imuli. Thus, they see 

man as active actor within the social system (ibid).  

Dear readers, we have found that it is important to address David Matza’s Delinquency and Drift 
theory here since he has several critical evaluations about the subcultural and struc tural theories of 

deviance. 

2.4.4.3. Delinquency and Drift Theory: David Matza 

As we have tried to show under subtopic 2.4.2 above, the three sociological theories namely the 
structural, the subcultural and the ecological theories mostly deal with the origin of deviance in 
general and delinquency in particular. They tend to see deviant as something produced and directed 

by forces beyond his control.  In a series of writings during the 1960s American sociologist David 
Matza provided a timely warning about the implications of above mentioned theories. First, he 

argued that they make the deviant appear more distinctive than he really is. Secondly,  Matza  
contended  that  they  present  an  over-deterministic  view  of  the  origin  of deviance. For Matza, 
this view ignores the choice and alternatives which are always available for human action. Thus, 

these two points are the two main issues in which many sociological theories of delinquency were 
misleading. 

Subsequently,  Matza  rejects  the  idea  of  a  distinctive  subculture  and  that  this  subculture 

determines behaviour.    Delinquents, for him, are similar to everyone else in their values and 
indeed display similar feeling of outrage about crime as the majority of the population. Matza 
expressed this idea in a paper with Gresham Skyes entitled techniques of neutralization. Matza 

argues that male delinquents to be committed to the same values and norms as other members of 
the society. Society has a strong moral hold on delinquents and prevents them from being 

delinquent, most of the time. Matza exemplified his idea by the point that delinquents often express 
‘regret’ and ‘remorse’ at what they have done.  

Therefore, deviants, as to Matza, are casually, intermittently, transiently, immersed in a pattern of 

illegal activities. They drift into deviant activities. In other words there is a lot of spontaneity and 
impulsiveness in deviant actions. Deviant behaviour is possibly, not cause of an out right rejection  
of  mainstream  norms  and  values,  but  by  the  empowerment of  a  set  of  excuses, justifications 

and rationalization for deviance which Matza terms techniques of neutralization (Haralambos, 
2005). The use of such techniques makes deviance acceptable by neutralizing much of the blame 

and disapproval associated with deviant activities.  

Technique of Neutralization 

If delinquents follow cultural goals, norms, etc, why do they even commit crime? They are able to 
neutralize the moral blind of society, i.e., that the law doesn’t apply to them on a particular 
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occasion.   To release themselves from the constraints of society develop techniques of 
neutralization. Matza proposed such techniques as:  

1.  Denial Responsibility: delinquents will propose that their victim of circumstance and that they 

pushed or pulled into situations beyond their control. For example, a delinquent may say “It was 
not my fault!” Matza has explained this technique in his own word as follows: 

As a technique of neutralization . . . the denial of responsibility extends much further than the 
claims that deviants are an ‘accident’ or some similar negation of personal accountability. It may 

also be asserted that delinquent acts are due to forces outside of the individual and b eyond his 
control such as unloving parents, bad companions, or a slum neighbourhood . . . . (c ited in Kelly, 

et. al., 2002 p:123). 

2.  Denial of Injury: the victim is supposed not to be harmed by the crime. For example, the 
delinquent may say “They can afford it.” Matza explained: 

For the delinquent . . . wrongfulness may turn on the question of whether or not anyone has clearly 

been hurt by his deviance, and this matter is open to a variety of interpretations. Vandalism, for 
example, may be defined by the delinquent simply as ‘mischief’ – after all, it may be claimed, the 
person whose property has been destroyed can well afford it(ibid p: 124).  

3.  Denial of the Victim: delinquent view what acts as not being wrong, that the victim deserves the 

injury or that there is no real victim. For instance, a delinquent may argue “They had it coming to 
it.” Matza says: 

Even if the delinquent accepts the responsibility for his deviant actions and is willing to admit that 

his deviant actions involve an injurer hurt, the moral indignation of self others may be neutralized 
by an insistence that the injury is not wrong in light of circumstances. The injury, it may be 
claimed, is not really an injury; rather, it is a form of rightful retaliation or punishment. By a subtle 

alchemy the delinquents move himself into the position of an avenger and the victim is 
transformed into a wrong-doer (Kelly, et. al., 2002 p: 124) 

4.  Condemnation of the condemner: here, condemners are seen as hypocrites; delinquents argue 

that the condemners are not different from themselves. For example, “yeah, I was driving when 
drunk, but so does everyone else.” Matza further argues that the delinquent shifts the focus of 
attention from his own deviant acts to the motives and behaviours of these who disapprove of his 

violations. This is according to McCorkle and Korn a rejection of the rejecters. The delinquents 
condemners, Matza explained, are hypocrites, deviants in disguise, stupid, and brutal (Kelly, et. al., 

2002). 

5.  The appeal to higher loyalties: delinquents will argue that they did not break the law out of self-
interest, but in the interests of their family and other peers. For example, they may say “we had to 

do it.” Matza explains this condition as “. . . internal and external social controls ma y be 
neutralized by sacrificing the demands of the longer society for the demands of the smaller social 
groups to which the delinquent belongs such as the sibling pair, the gang, or the friendship clique.” 

(Kelley, et. al., 2002, p: 126). 

These techniques of neutralization show that delinquents do feel shame – i.e., partial acceptance of 
norms and values. If there were a subculture, there would be no need to neutralize this guilt and 

shame. 

2.4.5. Control Theories of Deviance 
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Control theories focus on another aspect of why some people never engage in deviant behavior. 
The main assumption of control theories is that delinquent acts result when an individual’s bond to 
society is weak or broken (Kelley, et. al., 2002; & Adler, 2000). Thus, these theories embrace two 

highly complex concepts: the bond of an individual to society. Thus, it may not be surprising that 
they have formed the basis of explanations to most forms of unusual behavior. Besides, control 

theories have identified and described the elements of the bond to society to several ways and 
conditions. Some of the control theorists are Walter Reckless, Travis Hirschi, Gresham Sykes and 
David Matza. However, only the first two are going to be discussed under this topic, because we 

have already discussed Gresham Sykes and David Matza’s idea under subtopic 2.4.4.3 earlier.  

2.4.5.1. Containment Theory: Walter C. Reckless 

Sociologist Walter C. Reckless proposed containment theory of deviance in the year 1961. This 

theory explains that delinquency as the interplay between two forms of control known as inner 
(internal) and outer (external) containments.   His containment theory assumes that for every 

individual a containing external structure as well as external protective structure exist (Kendall,  

2003; Keel, 2005 & Andargachew, 1990).  These two containments protect the individuals from 
violation of the social and legal norms of a society. Thus, these two containments, according to 
Reckless,  are  responsible  to  buffer,  protect,  and  insulate  individuals  against  deviance  and 

delinquency as well as crime. Reckless, however, wanted his theory to explain not only deviation 
but also conformity. 

For containment theory society produces pushes and pulls that move people towards deviant 

behaviors; however, some people insulate themselves from such pressures by having positive self-
esteem and good social group cohesion (Kendall, 2003). Reckless argued that many people do not 

resort to deviance because of these two containments – inner and outer. 

Inner containments are ‘self’ components which include self-control, a sense of responsibility, 
good self-concept, strong ego, well developed conscience, high frustration tolerance, and resistance 
to diversions. These all are strength of one’s personality. On the other hand, outer containments 

refer directly to one’s social environment or social setting. These are normative constraints in 
which society and social groups use to control its members. Thus, outer containments include 

belongingness or identification with the group, effective supervision, cohesion among group 
members or togetherness, opportunities with achievements, reasonable limits and responsibilities, 
alternative ways or means of satisfaction, reinforcement of goals, norms, values and disciplines. Of 

these two types of containments, Reckless suggested, inner containments are more important, 
because he believed that it is this containments that form one’s support system in mobile or 

industrialized social setting of modern life. But, in less mobile or less industrialized societies, outer 
containment is much more effective as the clan, the caste, the tribe, etc. retain their effectiveness. 
As to Reckless, the stronger one’s inner containments, the least likely one would involve in deviant 

behaviors including crime and delinquency; the weaker one’s inner containments, the more prone 
to crime one would become. 

Generally, Reckless concluded that those with the strongest containment mechanisms are able to 

withstand external pressures that might cause them to take part in deviant behaviors. If, by chance,  
there  are  conditions  that  may  lead  them  to  deviant  behaviors, they  are  negated, neutralized, 
rendered impotent or paired by the two containing buffers (Andargachew, 1990). Reckless 

identified those pulls and pushes which motivate individuals to participate in deviant behavior – 
internal pushes, external pulls and external pressures. Internal pushes are personal factors which 
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include restlessness, discontent, rebellion, anxiety, and hostility whereas external pulls include 
deviant peers, membership in deviant or delinquent gangs, and pornography. Finally, Reckless 
distinguished external pressures as those living conditions which give rise to crime and 

delinquency. These include relative deprivation, poverty, unemployment, insecurity and inequality.  

According to Reckless, external containments are found differently in modern and traditional 
societies. In industrialized societies, external containments are to be found in the family and other 

supportive groups in which individuals actively participate while in traditional societies the clan, 
the neighborhood, the village, the caste, the tribe, and the sect act as supportive external buffers, in 

addition to the family. 

According to this theory, the components of the two containments are not causes of being deviant; 
rather they are buffers that would assist within standing pressures, pulls and pushes. When 
components are weak or are absent, an individual is likely to deviate from institutionalized social 

and legal norms (Andargachew, 1990). 

Containment theory is applicable to all types of deviant behaviors along with some exceptions. The 
theory is unable to explain biologically or psychologically impaired individuals. It cannot also 

explain either those crimes occurring in those narrowly drawn subcultures or social groups which 
are organized around a total commitment to deviant behaviors.  

Limitations of Containment Theory 

1. Containment theory did not say about procedures by which one comes either well or poorly 

socialized, despite of its focus on the process of socialization.  

2.  Reckless’s containment theory failed to explain that why not everyone who deviants or commits 

a crime is treated as a deviant or criminal.  

3.  Containment theory is committed only to those deviant or criminal behaviors other than 

psychopathic, biological and other psychological deviants or criminals.  

2.4.5.2. Social Bond Theory: Travis Hirschi 

The theory, known as social bond theory or social control theory, was presented by American 

scholar called Travis Hirschi. It is, in a strict sense, according to Keel, not a theory of crime 
causation, but rather a theory of pro-social behavior used so often by sociologists and 
criminologists to better explain deviance and criminality. This theory proposes that people who 

engage in delinquency are free of intimate attachments, aspirations, and moral beliefs that bind 
them to conventional and law abiding way of life (Conklin, 2004). 

Travis Hirschi, in 1969, identified four kinds of social bonds which promote socialization and 

conformity.  

These include attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief. He argued that the stronger these 
four bonds, the least likely one would become delinquent. Hirschi first assumes that everyone has 

potential to become delinquent and criminal and it is the social controls, not moral values that 
maintain law and order within a society. Without controls, as to him, one is totally free to commit 
criminal acts (Adler, 2000 & Kelly, 2002). Travis Hirschi further assumed that a consistent value 

system exists in all societies   is, thus, exposed to such a system. Moral codes are, then, defied by 
delinquents since their attachment to society is weak. While Sykes and Matza believe that 
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delinquents share the same values and attitudes as non-delinquents, Hirschi sees delinquents as 
rejecting such social norms and beliefs.  

Elements of the Bond 

As it has already been explained above, Hirschi have identified four components of the social 

bond: attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief. Attachment refers to one’s interest in 
others. One’s acceptance of social norms and the development of social conscious depend on 
attachment for other human beings. Hirschi views parents, schools, and peers as important social 

institutions for a person. Thus, attachment, as to him, takes three forms: 

 Attachment to parents, 
 Attachment to schools, and 

 Attachment to peers. 

While examining attachment to parents, Hirschi found that juveniles refrain from delinquency due 
to the consequences that the act would most likely produce, therefore, putting such relationship 

between parents and child in jeopardy. However, the depth and quality of parent- child interaction 
are important in determining the level of attachment. The amount of time the child and parent 
spend together are equally important, including intimacy in conversation and identification that 

may exist between child and parent. Hirschi’s research shows that delinquents are much less 
closely attached to their parents than non-delinquents are (Conklin, 2004). Consequently, he 

concluded that the closer the child’s relationship with his parents and the more intimate the 
communication with them, the less likely that child is to be delinquent. 

While examining bonds between a child and school, Hirschi found that an ability to do well in 
school is linked with delinquency through a series of chain events. He argued that academic 

incompetence leads to poor school performance, which leads to a dislike to schools, which, in turn, 
results in rejection of teachers and authority that finally produces acts of delinquency (Keel, 2005). 

Conklin strengthened this view by adding the idea that the most academically successful students 
are the least likely to be delinquent for they are most attached to the school and its community. In 
relation to the third type of attachment, Hirschi came up with the idea that delinquents are more 

likely to have delinquent friends than non-delinquents are. 

This theory of social bond explains that one’s attachment to parents and schools overshadows the 
bond formed with one’s peers. Hirschi revealed that adolescents who have weak relationship with 

their parents tend to have weak relationship with their peers, and those closest to their parents have 
the greatest number of close friends. Hirschi, still, has found another fourth dimension of 
attachment – conventional lines of action. Young people who do not aspire to conventional lines of 

action are more involved in adult activities during adolescence. Adult privilege without adult 
responsibilities might compensate for a bleak outlook on the future. 

Delinquents are more likely than non-delinquents to see their high school years and the year 

immediately after as the times in their lives when they will be the happiest. They are, especially, 
likely to engage in delinquency because their lack of orientation towards the future frees them from 
conventional pursuits such as education and a career (Conklin, 2004).  

According to Hirschi, adolescents who have fewer attachment to family, schools, peers, and 
conventional lines of action are more likely to involve in delinquency because they do not feel 
society’s rules are binding on them and do not fear the disapproval of others. Refer the following 

diagrammatical presentation of this idea.  
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Figure2.1: Hirschi Model of Delinquency. Source: Conklin, 2004, P: 180. 
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The second bond is that of commitment and it involves time, energy and effort placed on 

conventional lines of actions. In other words, it is the support of and equal partaking in social 
activities an individual to the moral and ethical codes of society. Hirsch’s control theory hold an 
investment in life, property and reputation are less likely to engage in criminal acts which will 

jeopardize their social position. A lack of commitment to such conventional value will cause an 
individual to partake in delinquent or criminal acts (Keel, 2005; Adler, 2000; & Kelly, et. al., 

2002). 
Involvement is the third component of the social bond. This is all about the preoccupation in 

activities that stress the conventiona l interests of society. Hirschi argued that an individual’s heavy 
involvement in conventional activities doesn’t leave time to take p art in delinquent or criminal 

acts. He explained, “The parent involved in conventional activities is tied to appointments,  
deadlines, working hours, plans and the likes, so the opportunity to commit deviant acts rarely 

arise.” (cited in Adler, 2000: 86). Thus, according to him, involvement in school, family, 
recreation, etc., insulates all juveniles from potential delinquent behaviour that may be a result of 
idleness.  This idea of involvement is totally concerned with the idea that “An idle mind is the 

workshop of devil.” 
The final bond is known as belief. It is dealt with assents to society’s value system – which entails  

respect  for  laws  and  the  people  and  institutions  which  enforce  such  laws.  Hirschi expressed 

that people who live in common social settings share similar human values. If such beliefs are 
weakened or absent, one becomes more likely to involve in antisocial acts (Keel, 2005). In addition 
to, if people believe that laws are unfair, this bond to society weakens and the likelihood of 

committing delinquent acts arises.  
Limitation of Social Control Theory 

1. Control theory does not identify the social structure sources of motivations to break laws or 

conventions. Even when other social forces such as poverty, deprivation, etc., impel them to 

engage in crime and delinquency, attachment to family, schools and peer groups can keep people 
from violating the laws, for Hirschi. However, a complete theory of crime and delinquency need to 
explain the way that social, cultural, and economic forces produce the motivation to break the law 

(Conklin, 2003). 
2.  Social control theory wouldn’t benefit from a more dynamic analysis of social interaction. 

Rather than describing attachments as they are of a given time, social control theory needs to 

examine the way that attachments change over time. For example, the way that parents behave at 
one time affects their children’s action at a later time, but those actions by the children can, in turn, 
affect the way that their parents will treat them in the future.  

3.  Social control theory fails to take into account possible reciprocal relationship between social 

bonds and delinquency, focusing instead on the way that weak attachments lead to delinquency. 
Scholars argued that weak attachment to the family and school caused delinquency, but also that 

delinquent behaviour reduced the strength of bonds to family and school, which in turn increased 
delinquency. 
4.  Social control theory wants to explain delinquency, not adult crime per say.  

2.4.6. Social Learning Theories of Deviance 

Some theory in criminology believe that criminality is a product of socialization, how individuals 

have been influenced by their experiences or relationship with family, peer groups, teachers, 

church, authority figures and other agents of socialization. These are known as learning theories, 
specifically social learning theories, because criminologist never really embraced the psychological 

deterministic inherent in most learning psychologies.  
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They are also less concerned with the content of what is learnt (like cultural deviance theories). 

However, it is not deniable that criminologists are more concerned with explaining the social 
process by which anyone, regardless of class, race, gender, or caste would have the potential to 

become a criminal. “You, too, can learn to be a serial killer.”(Robert Hale, 1998).  Social learning, 
social control, differential association and labeling theories are all examples of social process 

theories. 
Learning is defined as habits and knowledge that develop as a result of experiences with the 

environment as opposed to instincts, drives, reflexes and genetic predispositions. The history of 
learning has a long tradition in human life. Associationism (developed by Aristotle, Hobbes, Locke 

and Hume) is the oldest learning theory. It was based on the idea that mind organizes sensory 
experiences in some ways, and is called cognitive psychology today. It is relied upon the idea that 

mind require a physical response by the body in order to organize sensory associations. Imitation 
sometimes called contagion, is the oldest social learning theory developed by Gabriel Tarde (1843-
1904), a sociology who argued that crime begins as fashion and later becomes a custom.  

Under  social  learning  theories,  theories  such  as  the  Law  of  Imitation  (Gabriel  Tarde), 

Differential Association Theory (Edwin Sutherland), Differential Identification Theory (Daniel 
Glaser), and Differential Reinforcement Theory (Akeres and Burgess) are going to be discussed.  

2.4.6.1. The Law of Imitation: Gabriel Tarde (1843-1904) 

The root of the learning theory perspective in sociology can be dated back to the era of Gabriel 

Tarde. He gave much more emphasis on the social learning of crime which is the cornerstone of 
the   present-day sociological   theories   of   crime   and   deviance.   The   bodies   of   Tarde’s 
criminological theories are found in two of his works ‘La Criminalite Comparee’ in 1886 and La 

Philosophie Penale in 1890. Although Tarde’s work on the three basic processes in a society 
(invention, imitation and opposition), in general, was totally not well received in France due the 

dominance of Durkheim’s views, his work on imitation, in particular, did find relatively ready 
application in the fields of criminology and sociology.  
Tarde was totally dead against the positivist criminology of Cesare Lombroso which held that 

criminality was inherited and tha t someone ‘borne criminal’ could be identified by physical defects 

(refer to 2.3.1.2 on page 23. Instead, Tarde proposed that the social environment is crucial both in 
the development of criminal behaviour and its control.  

Revealing a much more positive response in USA than in Europe, Tarde’s work has had a long 

impact on sociology, criminology, and social psychology fields of study which seek  to better 
understand the social nature of human beings and, thus, to assist the development of healthy 
societies. 

Jean-Gabriel Tarde believed that the discipline that three distinctive, yet interrelated processes 

characterize human society – invention, imitation and opposition. He observed that only one 
percent of people could make creative association in their minds, and can, thus, be regarded as 

gifted or inventive.  According  to  him,  invention  is  the  source  of  all  human  progresses. 
Opposition, for Tarde, takes place when two or more inventions come into conflict with one 
another, or when new and old ideas collide. Opposition may be associated with social groups, like 

nations, regions, or social classes, or may remain inside the minds of individuals. The outcome of 
opposition is often an adaptation. 

The third process which was very much important for the emergence and development of learning 

theories of human behavior was imitation. Tarde explained that imitation is widespread in society. 
Most people are not inventive, but only copy what they see from other people.  
Imitation, therefore, refers to the engagement in behavior after the direct or indirect observation of 

similar behavior by others (Akers and Jensen, 2003). Whether or not the behavior modeled by 

others will be imitated, is affected by the character of the models, the behavior observed and the 
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observed consequence of the behavior – the behavior can either be prosocial or antisocial (deviant 
and criminal). 
Tarde identified three laws of imitation – the law of close contact, the law of imitation of superiors 

by inferiors, and the law insertion. Tarde’s influence in the area of criminology and sociology of 

deviance is observable through these three laws of imitation. He formulated a theory of imitation 
and suggestion through which he tried to explain criminal and deviant behaviors. According to 

him, the origin of deviance is similar to fashions and fads, and that his three laws of imitation can 
explain people engage in crime and deviance. These three laws are explained as follows: 
1. The law of close contact: explains that people have a higher inclination to imitate or copy the 

fashions or behaviors of those around them. Thus, if one is constantly surrounded by deviant 

behavior, he is more likely to imitate that type of behavior than other, of which that person knows 
little. This implies that direct contact with deviance fosters more deviance. Tarde convinced 

himself with the idea that as people becomes denser; they will start to imitate each other more. He 
suggested that the mass media played a key role in proliferation crime as criminals copied each 
other’s style which they learn about through the media. Dear readers, what do you think about 

Ethiopian media pertaining to this issue? 
2. The law of imitation of the superiors by the inferiors: is Tarde’s second law of imitation which 

explains that the poor or the young or the powerless imitate the rich or the more experienced or the 

powerful, and that crimes among the poor are in fact their attempts to imitate wealthy, high-status, 
and powerful people. Here, you can recall the condition exists between contemporary Ethiopians 
and American rappers and film actors.  

3. The law of insertion: is the third law. It says that new behaviors are superimposed on older ones 

and subsequently either reinforce or extinguished previous ones.  If criminals, for instance, start to 
use a new type of weapon, then they will intend to use the older one anymore.  

Therefore, Tarde’s laws of imitation exposes the idea that deviant behaviors are like those normal 

behaviors which are learned by contacting people. According to him, in order for the deviant act to 
be imitated or copied, they must be new and owned by superiors. Thus, close contact with these 
newly created superiors’ behaviors accelerates the chance to be copied.  

Tarde’s three laws of imitation had an enormous impact on the later study of deviance and social 

control. 
2.4.6.2. Differential Association Theory: Edwin Sutherland 

Edwin Sutherland, in his work Principle of Criminology in 1939/47, developed an important 

sociological theory known as Differential Association Theory. Sutherland is most influential 

criminologist of the 20th century. His theory is more of social psychological. Differential 
association theory changes focus from structure to process due to the fact that it is the process of 
social learning in which criminals/delinquents and law-abiding people learn their behavior from 

their associations with others.  
The main focus of differential theory was all criminal or negative deviant behaviors. It is 

established upon the premise “people learn to commit crime or to deviate from normal through 

exposure to antisocial definitions.” By the same token, differential association theory states that 
people have a greater tendency to deviate from societal norms when they frequently associate with 
individuals who are more favorable towards deviance than conformity (Kendall, 2003). According 

to this theory people imitate or otherwise internalize the quality of this association. 
Delinquency and criminality are learned behaviors that are acquired from interaction with others 

who participate in criminal life-style, so that the difference between offenders and non- offenders 

lines in individual choices “. . . offenders and non-offenders strive for similar goals, but they 
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choose different avenue to achieve these goals. These choices are based on the lesson they take 
from exposure to certain kinds of life experience. . . . “(Martin, 2005: 84).  
Since those structural theories of deviance and crime were severely criticized for their failure to 

explain all  forms of deviance and crime, differential association theory rejected them, and appears 

as important theory for the 20th  century crime causation and explanation of deviance. Differential 
association theory is generally constructed upon the following postulates: 

1. Criminal/deviant behavior is learned: According to Sutherland, criminal behavior is not 

inherited, as such; also a person who is not already trained in crime does not invent criminal 
behavior, just as a person does not make mechanical inventions he has had training in mechanics.  
2. Criminal behavior is learned in interaction with other people in process of communication: This 

communication can either be verbal or nonverbal.  

3.  The principal part of the learning of criminal behavior occurs within intimate personal groups: 

This shows the claim that crime is learned in face-to-face interaction in small groups. This 
argument rejects the possibility that such behavior is learned from the media. “Negatively, this 

means that impersonal agencies of communication . . . movies and newspapers play a relatively 
unimportant part in the genesis of criminal behavior.” (Adler, 2000: 75). 
4.  When criminal behavior is learned, the learning includes: a) techniques of committing the crime 

which are sometimes very complicated, sometimes very simple. b) The specific directions of 

motives, drives, rationalization, and attitudes. Conklin (2004) further explained this principle when 
he says that little or no skill is needed to commit some crimes. The murder of spouse requires little 

skill. However, embezzlers have to learn verbalization that allows them to use their accounting 
skills for illegal ends, but they do not need to learn specific techniques of embezzlement.  
5. The specific directions of motives and drives are learned from definitions of the legal code as 

favorable or unfavorable: this statement assumes that people orient their actions towards the law. 

In other words, the law is not irrelevant to any individual who is deciding how to behave. As to 
Sutherland, some situations are defined as favorable to violation of the law; for example, an 

unattended bicycle may be seen as an opportunity for theft. However, the same situation can also 
be defined as unfavorable to violation of the law with the unattended bicycle being seen as a 
chance to alert the owner to the risk of theft. 

6. A person becomes delinquent because of an access of definitions favorable to violation of law 

over definitions unfavorable to violation of law: Here lays the principle of differential association. 
It stresses contacts with criminal or noncriminal definitions, but does not require contact with 

criminal or noncriminal individuals. “People can learn definitions favorable to violation of the law 
from law-abiding people and they can learn definitions unfavorable to violation of law from 
criminals.” (Conklin, 2004:  213). According to the principle of differential association, an 

individual holds both definitions favorable and unfavorable to violation of law, and that bit is only 
when definition favorable to violation of laws exceed definitions unfavorable that a person will 

turn to crime. 
7. Differential association may vary in frequency, duration, priority, and intensity: This means that 

associations with criminal and noncriminal behaviors vary in those respects. Here, what is 
important is the nature of association, with criminal and noncriminal patterns, rather than the mere 

fact of those associations. 
This implies that associations that are more frequent play a higher role in the balance between 

definitions favorable to violation of laws and definitions unfavorable to violation of laws. 

Associations that endure over the longest time are the most significant in determining criminal 
behavior. Likewise, associations that occur earlier in life, in childhood or adolescence, are the most 
important in forming definition of the law. 
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8. The process of learning criminal behavior by association with criminal and anticriminal patterns 

involves all of the mechanisms that are involved in any other learning process: This shows the idea 
that crime is a form of behavior that is learned in the same way as noncriminal behaviors. The 

learning of criminal behavior is, thus, not restricted to the process of imitation alone.  
9. While criminal behavior is an expression of general needs and value, it is not explained by those 

general needs and values, since noncriminal behavior is an expression of the same needs and 

values: Thieves generally steal in order to secure money, but likewise, honest laborers work in 
order to secure money. Here, Sutherland argues that criminal behavior cannot be explained by the 
general desire to accumulate property or enhance status among peers because those motives can 

also lead to noncriminal behaviors. Thus, it will be wise keeping the ideas that only learning 
through differential association with definitions favorable and unfavorable to violation of the law 

can explain criminal behavior (Adler, 2000 & Conklin, 2004). 
Critiques of Differential Association Theory 

Differential association theory had been criticized for several reasons.   For one thing it is criticized 

for its stress on the ratio of definitions favorable to violation of law over definitions unfavorable to 
violation of law. The theory might be mistaken in looking at definition of the law in general, 

because individuals violate specific laws. Thus, a person might not need to hold an overall 
unfavorable view of the law before committing a crime, holding unfavorable definitions of one 

specific law could be enough. 
Sutherland examined the learning process by which people become criminals, but it leave the 

question ‘why people have the association they do?’ unexplained. It does not explain how the 
associations are distributed throughout the social structure.  

The theory also has been criticized for overly simplified view of the way that people choose 

models for their behavior. Differential identification theory proposes that the choice of model does 
not necessarily involve interaction with other in intimate personal groups  instead a person pursues 

criminal behaviors to extend that he identifies himself with real or imaginary persons from whose 
perspective his criminal behavior seems acceptable. 
Differential association theory might describe how some people initially become involved in crime 

better than it explains why people continue in a criminal career. The cause may be the direct 

rewards of crime. 
The theory has also been criticized for being too general and imprecise to test easily or to verify 

fully. Even if the concepts of the theory could be defined in measurable terms, an enormous 

movement of data would be needed to test the theory.  
2. 4. 7. Interactionist Perspective on Deviance 

2.4.7.1. Introduction 

Intractionist perspectives differ from those points of view on deviance so far we have seen. 

Haralambos (2005) attributed this difference to two reasons: First, interactionist perspective views 
deviance from different theoretical points of views. Secondly, it examines aspects of deviance 

which have been largely ignored by several approaches so far we have discussed. Those 
explanations addressed till now, emphasized on the motivation pressures and social forces that are 

expected to influence his behavior. 
Instead, interactionist perspective focuses on the importance of the interaction between deviant and 

those who define him as deviant. The main attention of this perspective is to explain how and why 
particular groups and individuals are defined as deviant and the effects of such definition upon 

their future actions. 
The interactionist perspective is very much interested in examining the meanings the various actors 

of the social interaction bring to and develop within the interaction situation. Meanings, as to 
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interactionists, are not fixed and clear cut. They are modified and developed in the process of the 
interaction (Haralambos, 2005).  Thus, the definition of deviance is negotiated in the interaction 
situation by the actors involved. However, all the approaches to deviance so far dealt, with their 

focus on the idea that the deviant simply reacting to the forces which are external to himself and 
largely beyond his control, are closer to positivist positions (ibid). 

This perspective has been influenced very much by the idea of Charles Cooley’s looking glass- self 

which examines self as a product of our social interaction with others; and Herbert mead’s 
significant others and generalized others. However, we are not going to discuss these two theories 
of the self in a detail here. Some important interactionist thinkers whose ideas are going to be 

treated include: Frank Tannenbaum, Edwin Lamert, Howard S. Becker, Aaron Cicourer, and Ervin 
Goffman. Now, let’s begin with Tannebaum’s point of view presented as follows: 

2.4.7.2. The Dramatization of Evil - Frank Tannenbaum 

Frank Tannenbaum discarded all previously seen theories of crime and deviance in 1938 in favor 

of a broad multidisciplinary approach to these social facts. He was profoundly affected by the time 
in which he was writing. It was the middle of the Great Depression and society was suffering a lot. 
These troubled times were reflected in the Dramatization of Evil which states that results from an 

individual’s relationship with society (Davenport, 2004).  
Tannenbaum was interested in Herbert Mead’s idea upon which he based his concept 

dramatization of evil. In 1938, Tannenbaum wrote ‘Crime and Community’. In this book, he saw 

that there was a conflict between a delinquent and community.  For him, when an act is committed, 
there exist different definitions of the situation. Tannenbaum explained this idea as: 

In the conflict between the young delinquent and the community [,] there develop two 

opposing definitions of the situation . . . the definition of the situation by the young 

delinquent may be in the form of play, adventure, excitement, interest, mischief, fun . . . . To 
the community, however, these activities may and do often take on the form of nuisance, evil,  

delinquency, with  the  demand  for  control,  admonition, chastisement, punishment, police 
court, truant school (Tannenbaum, 1938,  cited in Kelly, et.al, 2002: 
2004). 

This conflict over the situation is one that arises out of a divergence of values – there are 

different emphases over the situation on behalf of the two. As the problem develops, as to 

Tannenbaum, the situation gradually becomes redefined. The attitude of the community hardens 
definitely into a demand for suppression – the community defines the actor only one way, but 

the juvenile defines in other. Then, ‘there is a gradual shift from the definition of the specific 
acts as evil to the definition of the individual as evil, so that all his acts come to be called upon 
with suspicion.’ (ibid: 205). 

From the community point of view, the individual who used to do bad and mischievous things 

has now a bad and unredeemable human being. At the same time the individual believed that 
there has taken place the same change. “The young delinquent becomes bad because he is 

defined as bad because he is believed if he is good.” (ibid: 205).  
Then according to Tannenbaum, everything seems to work to define the youth in negative 

terms. This definition is built up over time and reinforces through interaction with others. What 
may have started a simple problem has turned sour, behavior greater than Tannenbaum believes 

that it  is  often  society  or  the  institutions  that  are  the  problem,  tying  to  make  everyone  
fit. Tannenbaum argues: 

This boy no more guilty than the other members of his groups, discovers a world of which he 

knows little . . . . For this boy there suddenly appear the police, the patrol wagon, the police 
station, the other delinquents and criminals found in police loch-ups, the court with all its 
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agencies . . . . He is questioned, examined, tested, investigated . . . . The boy, no different 
from the rest of his gang, suddenly become the center of a major drama in which all start of 
unexpected characters play important role (Kelly, et. al, 2002: 207). 

Thus, the youth turns to a group that offers alternative values, habits, interests, and attitudes: the 

gangs, Tannenbaum argued. Gangs become the important societal reference point for the youth 
now. This is, as to Tannenbaum, the process of making the criminal through the process of 

tagging, defining, identifying, segregating, describing, emphasizing, making conscious and self-  
conscious. Therefore, Tannenbaum contends that the community’s enthusiasm defeats its aim. 
The harder the community works to reform the evil, the greater the level grows under their 

hands. Generally, Tannenbaum’s argument can be summarized as,  
 The social audience creates deviance and deviants by so defining the act and actors that 

way. 

 A process of transference takes place, the label is easily transferred from act to actor.  
 The label related to the conduct norms and the behavior but the connection is a very 

loose one.  

Frank Tannenbaum’s theory it not without limitations, though few they are.  However, the 

dramatization of evil, better known as labeling theory, is still alive and very popular today 
(Davenport, 2004). One major criticism lays in its simplicity. This theory is based upon the 

changes that occur within the labeled individual and how these changes cause the individual to 
further their criminality. However, tannenbaum and his successors paid no attention to the 
impact of the label. No attention is given to the changes that were actually occurring in the self, 

how this might be affected by other individual characteristics. 
Another criticism sets upon the tradition of subjective observation and definitions. Scientists 

have always relied on objective definitions so that experiments could be duplicated. For 

instance, within a subjective tradition, it would be impossible to measure deviance of the rich 
and the poor using the same guideline. The method is very controversial.  
2.4.7.3. Primary and Secondary Deviation – Edwin Lamert 

This is another variety of labeling theory. Lamert emphasizes the importance of societal 

reaction (the reaction of others to the deviant) in his explanation of deviance. He identified two 

types of deviations: primary and secondary. Primary deviation comprises of deviant acts before 
they are publicly labeled. There are a number of causes for it, but it was not as important as 

those causes of secondary deviation to discuss them due to: 
1. Samples of deviants are based upon those who have been labeled and are therefore 

unrepresentative; and 
2. Many so-called deviants may be so widespread as to be normal in statistical terms. 

Thus, most males may at some time commit a homosexual act, engage in delinquent activities 

and so on. 

According to Lamert, not only is the research for the causes of primary deviation largely 

fruitless, but also primary deviation itself is relatively unimportant (Haralambos, 2005). Thus, 
the old deviant act, for Lamert, has little effect on the individual’s self -concept on his status in 

the community, and does not prevent his from continuing a normal and conventional life (ibid). 
Therefore, as to Lamert, the original causes of deviance are almost anything, many, and diverse. 
As it is cited in Hamlin (2002), Lamert argued, behaviors are not significant sociologically until 

they are organized subjectively and transformed into active roles and become the social criteria 
for assigning status (ibid). Lamert said that the important factor in “producing” deviance is 

societal reaction – the public identification of the deviant and the consequences of this for the 
individual concerned (Haralambos, 2005). Secondly, deviation is the response of the individual 
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or the group to the societal reaction. Thus, Lamert recommended that studies of deviance should 
focus on secondary deviation which has major consequences for the individual’s self -concept 
and status in the community today and in the future.  

Subsequently, it has been argued that societal reaction can be seen as the major causes of 

deviation recede and give away to the central importance of the disapproving, degradational and 
isolation reaction of society. This implies that social control is a dynamic factor or ‘cause’ of 

deviance. (Haralambos, 2005) strengthens this idea when he contends that Lamert neatly 
reverses traditional views of deviance – the blame for deviance lies with the agents of social 
control rather than with the deviant. Now let us see the process by which society or agents of 

social control create deviance and crime from the following paragraph.  
When an actor commits a crime (primary deviation), though mild, the institution will  bring 

social penalties down on the actor. However, punishment does not necessarily stop deviance, 

the actor, being forced by the institution, might commit the same primary deviance again, 
bringing even harsher reaction for the institutions. At this point the actor will start to resent 
the institution, while the institution brings harsher and harsher repressions. Eventually, the 

whole community will stigmatize the actor as a deviant and the actor will not be able to 
tolerate this, but will ultimately accept his or her role as a deviant, an will commit a criminal 

acts fit the role of a deviant. 
Therefore, according to Lamert, a full- fledged criminal behavior becomes realized after the 
individual actors have passed through the following steps: 

1.  Primary deviation, 

2.  Social penalties, 

3.  Secondary deviation, 

4.  Stronger penalties, 

5.  Further deviation with resentment and hostility towards the punishers,  

6.  The general community stigmatizes as a criminal because tolerance threshold passed, and  

7.  strengthening of deviant conduct because of these stigmatizing penalties => accept the role of 
deviant (criminal).  

2.4.7.4. Labeling Theory – Howard S. Becker 

Howard S. Becker, a prominent interactionist thinker, has developed the labeling theory of 

deviance. He argues that “. . . social groups create deviance by making the rules whose infraction 
constitutes deviance, and by applying those rules to particular people and labeling them as 

outsiders.” (cited in Adlers, 2000: 78). This idea, as to Becker signifies that deviance is not a 
quality of the act the person commits, but the consequence of the application of rules and sanctions 
to an ‘offender’ by others.  

Accordingly, Becker defined a deviant as one to whom the label deviant has successfully been 

applied; and deviant behavior is a behavior that people so-label (Adlers, 2000). 

Since deviance is a consequence of the response of others to a person’s act, according to Becker, 
we cannot assume that deviants are homogeneous when we conduct a research on people who have 

already been labeled. He further argued that we cannot assume that those people have actually 
committed a deviant act or broken some rules, because the process of labeling may not be 
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infallible, some people may be label deviant who, in fact, have not broken a rule. Moreover, we 
cannot suppose that the category of these labeled deviant will contain all those who actually 
violated a rule, as many offenders may escape apprehension and thus failed to be included in the 

population of  ‘deviants’ we study (ibid). This shows that those people labeled deviant cannot have 
common factors of personality or life situation. The only thing that these labeled people have in 

common, according to Becker, is the label as well as the experience of being labeled as an outsider. 

As a result, Becker becomes interested in the analysis of deviance only based on their similarity – 
he is concerned with the process by which people come to be thought of an outsider, and their 

reactions to that judgment. 

For him, we cannot say that others will label as though one has committed an infraction of a rule, 
partly, “because one has not violated a rule does not mean that he may not be treated, in some 
circumstances, as though he had.” (Adlers, 2000: 79). The degree to which other people will 

respond, as to Becker, varies across: 

i. Time (for example, Chat chewing in 1900s and today in Gondar town has no equal weight of 
being labeled as deviant).  

ii. Who commits the act (rules tend to be applied more to some people than others, for example, 

assume that both the a minister and a street child smoke cigarette nearby you. Whom will you most 
probably label deviant?). 

iii. Who feels that he/she has been harmed by the act (some rules are enforced only when they 

result certain consequences. Who is, in Ethiopian case, going to be regarded as deviant, of having 
illegitimate child? Unmarried woman or unmarried man? ) 

So far, Becker has discussed that deviance is not a quality that lies in behavior itself, but in 
interaction between the person who commits an act and those who respond to it. Therefore, Becker 

become very much interested in the idea that being branded as deviant has important results for 
one’s further social participation and self- image. The most significant consequence is a drastic 

change in the individual’s public identity – involves status change from the kind he was supposed 
to be labeled a ‘fair,’ ‘dope fiend,’ ‘nut,’ or ‘lunatic’ and treated accordingly.  

In  analyzing  the  consequences  of  assuming  a  deviant  identity,  Becker  largely  consumed 
Hughes’s distinction between master and auxiliary status traits. For Hughes, people often have the 

master status traits, but lacks some of the auxiliary, informally expected characteristics (Hughes, 
1945; cited from Adlers, 2000). 

Hughes deals with this phenomenon in regard to statuses that are well thought of, desired and 

desirable. Becker uses some aspects of this process in the case of deviant and statuses. “Possession 
of one deviant trait may have a generalized symbolic value, so that people automatically assume 

that its bearer possesses other undesirable traits allegedly associated with it.” (Adlers, 2000: 81). 
To be labeled a criminal, one needs only commit a single criminal offense. Yet, the term carries a 
number of connotations – specifying auxiliary traits. For example, a man who has been convicted 

for housebreaking and thereby labeled criminal, as to Becker, is presumed to be a person likely to 
break into other houses. Furthermore, he is considered likely to commit other kinds of crime as 

well, because he has shown himself to be as person without “respect for the law.” 

Becker also borrowed Hughes’s analysis for the difference between master and subordinate 
statuses. Hughes believed that some statuses in any society override all other statuses and have a 
certain priority. Gender is a good example for Ethiopian society. Membership in the female gender 
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will override most other status considerations in most other situations – being a doctor or political 
leader will not protect one from being treated as female first. According to Becker the status of 
deviance, depending on the kind of deviance, is a kind of master status. Thus, one, after being 

labeled, will be identified as a deviant first, before other identifications are made (Adlers, 2000). 

Becker also explains that after being labeled deviant, the actor may begin to act in accordance with 
the expectation associated with his label. This process is known as self- fulfilling prophecy, in 

which the person labeled deviant is cut off from others in appropriate way for the type of deviance; 
and he or she moves into an organized deviant group (Hamlin, 2001).  

Why does deviant, once being labeled and engaged in a self- fulfilling prophecy, moves into 

organized deviant? 

Because, being member of an organized deviant group has the following functions for the labeled 
person, Becker answered: 

 Membership provides a base for and solidifies a deviant behavior; 

 Membership develops a complicated historical, legal and psychological justifications for 
their deviant activities; 

 Members also learn to continue with their deviant behavior with a minimum amount of 

trouble; and 
 Members learn how to do whatever it is better with the least amount of ditection.  

Limitations of Labeling Theories 

Many scholars have criticized the social labeling theory as: 

 One of the major weaknesses of labeling theory is that it doesn’t attempt to explain why 

people violate social norms for the first time. It doesn’t dare to explain the reason for 
primary deviation (Andagachew, 1990: 224). 

 Labeling theory completely externalizes the responsibility for deviant behaviour leading to 

the belief that a society without deviance is possible. This appears to be highly romantic 
view (ibid: 225). 

 The theory leave, the question “How do people overcome the problem of labeling?” 
unexplained. 

 “Why labeling works for some and not for others?” is not explained.  

 Labeling theories fail to make clear the condition under which labeling will alter self- 
concepts, restrict opportunities, hurt social relationships and drive deviants into subculture 

(organized deviant group). 
 The time when a label will be accepted by deviant and when a deviant will reject or 

disavow a label is not specified by labeling theory.  

 Labeling theorists believed that deviant or criminal behaviors are produced by social 
institutions established for social control. However, there is little empirical evidences that 

labeling by the criminal justice system actually increases crime or delinquency.  

2.4.7.5. The Negation of Justice – Aarons Cicourel 

So far, the interactionist studies of deviance have been largely concerned with the deviant once he 
has been labeled. Aarons Cicourel’s important work “The Social Organization of Juvenile Justice” 

looks at the actual process of defining of deviance. It examines the interaction between the 
potential deviants and the agents of social control to discover exactly how and why the label 
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deviant is applied to particular individuals (Haralambos, 2005). His research was based on an 
investigation of treatment of delinquency in two California cities.  

The process of defining deviance or delinquency is complex, involving a series of interactions 

based on sets of meanings held by the participants, meanings which can be modified during the 
interaction, so that each stage in the process is negotiable. The stages involving in this process 
include: 

1. The police decide to stop and investigate an individual. The decision of arresting is done based 

on meanings by the police of what is ‘suspicion,’ ‘unusual’ and ‘wrong’. Such meanings, 
according Cicourel, were related to particular geographical areas. Inner city, low-income areas 

were seen by the police as ‘bad areas’ with a high crime rate. Consequently, behaviors in such 
areas were more likely to be viewed as a ‘suspicious’. Interrogation need not lead to arrest. He saw 
that the process is negotiable but depends largely on the picture held by the police of the ‘typical 

delinquent’. If the appearance, language and demeanour of the young person fits this picture, he is 
more likely to be arrest. 

2.  Once arrested, Cicourel observed that the young person is handed over to a juvenile officer 

(probation officer). Like the police, the juvenile officer too has a picture of the “typical 
delinquent.” Thus, if the boy’s background corresponds to this picture, he is more likely to be 
charged with an offence. Cicourel has identified some factors assumed to be associated with 

delinquency.  

3.  These factors which are assumed to have association with the pervasiveness of juvenile 
delinquency are: 

1) Coming from broken homes, 

2) Exhibiting     ‘bad     attitude’ towards authority, 
3) poor school performance, 

4) ethnic   group   membership, and 
5) Low-income    families    and others.  

Therefore, Cicourel found a close relationship between social class and delinquency. Most young 
people convicted of offenses had fathers who were manual workers. He found that one-third of 

those convicted juveniles come from lower class (manual workers).  

He explains the preponderance of working class delinquents by reference to the meaning held by 
the police and juvenile officers and the interaction between them and the juveniles. Cicourel 

argued that when a middle class juvenile was arrested, there was only less likelihood of his being 
charged with an offence, simply because his backgrounds did not fit the standard picture of 
delinquents. His parents were better able to negotiate successfully on his behalf.  

Middle class parents can present themselves as respectable and reasonable people from a nice 
neighborhood, who look forward to a rosy future for their child. They promise cooperation with the 
juvenile officers, assuring him that their offspring is suitably remorseful. Consequently, the middle 

class juvenile is often defined as: 

 Ill rather than criminal, 

 Accidentally straying from the path of righteousness rather than committed to wrong doing,  

 Cooperative rather than recalcitrant, and 

 Having a real chance of reforming rather than being a ‘born loser’.  
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Thus, he is typically counseled, warned, and released. Cicourel concluded that justice is negotiable. 
Based on his research, a significant difference between the two cities in California in terms of 
numbers of delinquent arrested and charged. He observed that the city with the highest rate of 

delinquency employed more juvenile officers and kept more detailed records on offenders. Thus, 
societal reaction can be seen to directly affect the rate of delinquency.  

Cicourel, like those labeling theorists, argued that delinquents are produced by the agencies of 

social control. Certain individuals are selected, processed and labeled as deviant. Justice is the 
outcome of negotiation in the interaction process.  The production of delinquents is also dependent 

on the ways in which police and juvenile bureaus are organized, their policies, and the pressures 
from local media and structural and subcultural theories of deviance which view deviance as a 
product of pressure from the social structure. Cicourel’s research rejected the conventional view 

which assumes that delinquents are ‘natural’ social types distributed in some ordered fashion and 
produced by a set of abstract pressures from the ‘social structure’.  

2.4.7.6. Deviance and the Institution – Ervin Goffman 

In general interactionists view various institutions for the treatment of deviance (the prison, metal 

hospitals and reform school) as a further set of links in a long chain of interaction which confirm 
the label of deviance both for the individual so- labeled and for the society as a whole (Haralambos, 
2005: 436). 

Ervin Goffman examined the treatment of mental patients in institutions. He contends that though 
the outspoken aim of such institution is to cure and rehabilitate, a close examination of interaction 
patterns within the institution reveals a very different picture (Kelly, et. al, 2002). Goffman was 

very much keen to show how, through a sequence of interaction, pressure is placed upon the 
inmate to accept the institution’s definition of himself (ibid). Upon entry, the inmate begins a series 
of abasements, degradations, humiliations, and profanities of self. His self is systematically 

mortified. Often his closes, an important symbol of identity are removed.  

His possession a further symbol of identity may be taken away and stored for the duration of 
his stay. He may be washed disinfected and his hair cut. He may be then issued  with  a  new’  

identity  kit’  such  as  regulation  clothes  and  toilet  articles. (Haralambos, 2005: 436).  

Such standardized items tend to remove individuality and define the inmate simply as a  number 
of uniform mass (ibid). After the entry phase has been completed, the inmate settles down to an 

endless round of mortifying experience. Every day is strictly programmed into a set of 
forcefully done activities directed and controlled by the staff. Throughout his stay, according to 
Goffman, his actions are assessed by the staff pertaining to the rules and regulations set by the 

institution. Many of the regulations are degrading. Goffman summarized that,  

In the mental hospitals, the setting and the house rules press home to the patient that he is, 
after all, a mental case who has suffered some kind of social collapse on the outside, housing 

failed in some overall ways, and that here he is of little social weight, being hardly capable 
of acting like a full-fledged person at all. (cited in Kelly, 2002: 461).  

Goffman discovered that inmates become anxious in treatment institutions when their way of 

release approaches, because, for one thing, they have not been prepared for life on the outside, 
and they have accepted the institution’s definition of themselves as hopeless, hope less deviants, 
for other thing. However, the effects of the institution upon the majority of inmate are not 

usually lasting, since there will be a period of temporary deculturation. But, Goffman argued 
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that the most lasting and important consequence is the label ex-mental patient or ex-convict. 
This, more than the experience of being inside, makes re-entry into conventional society 
difficult. 

Therefore, Goffman comes to the conclusion that many social control institutions (treatment 
institutions) seem to function merely as storage dumps for inmates. Like societal reaction, in 
general, treatment institutions serve to re-enforce rather than reducing deviance.  

Critical Evaluation of Interactionist View of Deviance 

The interactionist perspective of deviance has already been criticized by several scholars for 

several shortcomings. These include the following ones: 

1. Interactionists fail to explain the origin of deviant behavior. For example, labeling theory fails 
to explain the behavior of the individual before he was labeled deviant. Moreover, deviant 

behavior simply created by the label. For instance, why do certain individuals chew ‘Khat’ in 
the first place while others do not? 

2. Interactionist idea that deviants do not have awareness that his action could be seen as deviant 

until he is stopped in his track by a label is criticized. However, many deviants are aware that 
their behavior is regarded by others as deviants. Thus, they actively make decision to break 
norms of a society. They are not passive, blinkered creatures, suddenly waked from blissful 

ignorance as a label is slapped upon them (Haralambos, 2005). Critics furthered their idea that, 
indeed, many individuals are not only aware of their deviance, but also they are proud of it.  

3. Jack Gibbs severely criticized the interactionists tendency to give the impression that 

members of society do not see behavior as deviant until it is officially labeled as such. He 
further argues that the interactionists tend to lose sight of the fact that there are social norms that 
deviance is a behavior that breaks them and that members of society perceive reality in terms of 

such norms. Thus, social norms also have power to label an act as deviant.  

4.  It is also argued that the interactionists fail to fully explain societal reaction to deviance. 

For example, in Cicourl’s study, why do the police and juvenile officers have particular 
meanings and definitions of deviance that lead them to label some individuals and not others? 

Why some activities regarded as deviant in a particular society and not others? This related with 
the definition of power and the nature of decision making in society that is going to be 

addressed by conflict theories of deviance under subtopic 2.4.8. 

Important Contributions of Interactionist Perspective on Deviance  

1. They have shown that the definition of deviance is not a simple process. For example, the 
legal authorities do not simply arrest, try and punish deviants.  

2. They have drawn attention to important consequences which stem from the labeling process.  

3. They have also drawn the attention to the fact that deviance results from interacting situations 

in which differences in power between the participants can have an important effect upon the 
outcome. 

2.4.8. Conflict Theories of Deviance 

2.4.8.1. Introduction 
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The basic premises underlying conflict perspective is that the life experience of groups are 
generally shaped by those who have power over them (Kelly, et. al., 2002). Conflict theorists 
generally see deviance as a result of conflict between individuals and groups (wikipedia, the 

free encyclopedia, 2008). This conflict, according to conflict theorists, is occurred due to the 
prevalence of unfair distribution of advantages within a social group. Thus, the social-conflict 

paradigm links deviance to social inequality.  

For this school, power and prestige as well as wealth are not evenly distributed among all 
members of a society. These resources are controlled by few powerful section of the society. 

This powerful segment of a society has the ability to label the behavior of those disadvantaged 
segment as deviant.  Therefore, the theoretical orientation of this school contributes to labeling 
theory is that it explains those with power create norms and laws, and then label deviants. Thus, 

deviant behavior, as per conflict theorists, is an action that do not go along with the grain of the 
social prescribed world view of the powerful, and is often a result o f the present social structure 

preventing the minority groups from accessing to scarce resources. This condition leads the 
individuals to conflict with the social institutions. As a result, they will be regarded as deviants. 
Here, ‘who determines what kind of behaviors is deviant or criminals?’ is a central question 

which has been answered by different branches of conflict theory (Kendall, 2003).  

One branch of this school gives much more attention to power as the control factor in defining 
deviance and crime. In other words, people in position of power maintain their advantages by 

using the law to protect their own interests. Another branch of this school sees the relationship 
between deviance and a socio-economic system called capitalism. Still other branch of the 
conflict paradigm applies feminist perspective, and focused on the influence of race, class, and 

gender issues in fabricating of deviance and crime (ibid).  

2.4.8.2. Deviance and Power Relation 

Most thinkers subscribed here focus on power relations in society. They suggest that deviant is a 
lifestyle defined as illegal by those political and economic e lites.  

According to this perspective, the law formulated and implemented by the powerful defines and 

controls two distinct categories of people: deviants/criminals and non-deviants or non-criminals. 

For this perspective, norms and laws are established for the benefits of the powerful people and 
do not reflect any absolute standard of right and wrong. Thus, the activities and behaviors of the 

poor and lower- income individuals are more likely to be defined as criminal than those people 
from middle and upper- income backgrounds (Macionis, 1995). Moreover, the criminal justice 
system is more concentrated on, and is less forging of, deviants and criminals behaviors 

engaging in by people in specific categories; for example, young, single, urban males are more 
likely to be perceived as members of the dangerous class and received a stricter sentence in 

criminal courts (Kendall, 2002).  

This wing of conflict theory of deviance shows how power relations in society influence the law 
and the criminal system often to the detriment of people who are at the bottom of the social 
structure ladder. Several conflict thinkers have contributed for the development of this 

perspective. Some are Alexander Liazos, William Chambliss, and Richard Quinney. Now, we 
have found better discussing the ideas of these thinkers one after the other.  

2.4.8.2.1. Alexander Liazos: “Nuts, Sluts and ‘Perverts’”  
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In his work “The Poverty of Sociology of Deviance,” Alexander Liazos points out that the term 
“deviance” brings to mind “nuts, sluts and ‘perverts’” who share the tradition of powerlessness. 
He further argued that bar- ladies (not tax evaders) and unemployed men on street corners (not 

those who profit from wars) carry the stigma of deviance. 

Alexander Liazos examined textbooks of sociology of deviance and found a number of biases. 
Out of these biases, their focus on lower level power folks that ignores the real power breakers 

was the prominent one. Thus, for him, those textbooks really ignore power. As to Liazos, most 
prisoners are political prisoners in as much as their actions are the result of social and political 

actions. He asked “how do the powerful deviants view themselves? Did they have identity 
problems?” 

According to Liazos, because one group does not have the power to define the behavior as 
deviant not enforce a label does not change the objective essence of the behavior, it still is a 

social fact; the corporal world kills and hurt more people every year than street crime. 

Thus, Liazos argues that we need to understand and deal with the difference between 
individuals and institutional forms of racism, sexism, violence, theft, etc. Need to focus on real 

power brokers, the top dogs, who makes the laws? Who defines acceptable social orders? 
Acceptable for whom? Finally,  Alexander  Liazos  concluded  that  in  a  fundamental  unjust  
society,  even  the  most important professional, efficient enforcement of the laws by the police 

cannot result in justice. 

2.4.8.2.2. Richard Quinney: The Social Reality of Crime 

Richard Quinney believed that a theory that helps people begin to understand the legal order 
critically is the one he calls the “social reality of crime” (Adlers, 2000). Understanding this 

theory, helps us to think of crime as it is affected by the dynamics which shape the society’s 
social, economic and political structures.  

As to him, everything that makeup crime is very much related to the established legal order. For 

him, the social reality of crime is constructed on conflict in our society (ibid). The theory of the 
social reality of crime is formulated as: 

I. The Official Definition of Crime: crime as a legal definition of human conduct is created by 
agents of the dominant class in a politically organized society. Thus, crime, as officially 

determined, is said to be definition of behavior that is conferred on some people by those in 
power. Criminal law is formulated and administered by agents of law, such as legislators, 

police, prosecutors and judges. “Upon formulation and application of these definitions of crime, 
persons and behaviors become criminals.” (Quinney, 1965: cited in Adlers, 2000: 65). This first 
proposition of Quinney’s theory is concentrated on the formulation and administration of 

criminal law. Hence, Quinney argued that the greater the number of definitions of crime that are 
formulated and applied, the greater the amount of crime (ibid).  

ii. Formulating Definition of Crime:  definitions of crime, for Quinney, are composed of 

behaviors that conflict with interests of the dominant class. In other words, definitions of crime 
are formulated according to the interests of those who have the power to translate their interests 

into public policy. Furthermore, Quinney shows that definitions of crime in a society change as 
the interests of the dominant class changes – those who are able to have their interests 
represented in public policy regulate the formulation of definition of crime.  
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iii. Applying the Definition of Crime: Quinney contended that definitions of crime are applied 
by the class that has the power to shape the enforcement and administration of criminal law. 
Since class interests cannot be protected solely by formulating criminal law, the formulated law 

should be enforced and administered. Therefore, the interests of the powerful also operate where 
the definitions of crime reach the application stage. Quinney, based upon Vold’s idea, explains 

his view as “Those whose interests conflict with the ones represented in the law must either 
change their behavior or possibly find it defined as criminal.” (Quinney, 1965: cited in Adlers, 
2000: 66). 

According to Quinney, the degree of the conflict between the behaviours of the powerless and 
the interests of those in power determines the probability that definition of crime will be 
applied. Hence, when the interests of the dominant class are threatened by the behaviour of the 

powerless, law enforcement efforts and judicial activities are more likely to increase, and vice 
versa. Quinney understands the reality that the criminal law is not applied directly by those in 

power – its enforcement and administration are delegated to authorize legal agent. The 
application of definitions of crime is also influenced by the visibility of violations. Similarly, it 
is also affected by the legal agents’ occupational organization and ideology.  

iv. How Behavior Patterns Develop in Relation to Definition of Crime: This proposition 

states that behavior patterns are structure in relation to definitions of crime, and within this 
context people engage in actions that have relative probabilities of being defined as criminal. 

Various behaviors, as per the idea of Quinney, represent patterns within society. All persons act 
in reference to normative system learned in relative social and cultural settings. Thus, a 
behavior which is defined as criminal is related to the behavior patterns of the class that 

formulate and apply the definitions. As a result, Quinney argues that people whose behavior 
patterns are more likely to act in ways that will be defined as criminal than those who formulate 

and apply the definitions. 

The establishment of behavior pattern with regular trend helped individuals to have a guideline 
for creating personal action patterns. People, according to Quinney, construct their own patterns 
of action in participating with others. Thus, the probability that persons will develop action 

patterns with a high potential for being defined as criminal depends on: 

 Structured opportunities, 
 Learning experiences, 

 Interpersonal associations and identifications, and 
 Self-concept. 

Furthermore, Quinney argues that those who have been defined as criminal begin to conceive of 

themselves as criminal. “As they adjust to the definitions imposed on them, they learn to play 
the criminal roles.” (Quinney, 1965: cited in Adlers, 2000: 66). As a result of others’ reactions, 
therefore, people may develop personal action patterns that increase the likelihood of their being 

defined as criminal in the future.  

v. Constructing the Ideology of Crime: An ideology of crime is constructed and diffused by 
the dominant class to secure its hegemony over those subordinate groups. People behave in 

reference to the social meaning they attached to their experiences. Among the conceptions that 
develop in a society are those relating to what people regard as crime.   Images developed about 
the relevance of crime, the offender’s characteristics, the appropriate reaction to crime, and the 
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relation of crime to the social order. Communication is very important in the construction of the 
ideology of crime. This ideology is, thus, diffused throughout the society.  

vi. Constructing the Social Reality of Crime: Quinney argues that the social reality of crime, 

the development of behaviour patterns in relation to these definitions, and the construction of 
the ideology of crime. In other ways, the above five propositions are collected here into a final 
composition proposition – constructing the social reality of crime. For  a  clear  understanding 

of  Quinney’s  theory  please  refer  to  the  following diagram  that indicates the formulation of 
the social reality of crime. 

 

Fig 2.2: The Social Reality of Crime Developed by Quinney. Source: Quinney, (1965), cited 

in Adlers (2000: 69). 
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According to Quinney (1965), the construction of the social reality of crime is a continuous and 
sustainable process in a given society, simply because all relevant phenomena contributing to 
creating definitions of crime, development of behavior patterns by those involved in criminal 

behavior – defining situations and constructing an ideology of crime are also dynamic.  

2.4.8.2.3. William Chambliss: the Saints and the Roughnecks 

William Chambliss addresses several fascinating questions such as “what do other people’s 
reaction to those who deviate from what is expected depend? Do they depend on the nature of 

th3 deviance itself, or is more involved? If so, what sorts of things?”  

Chambliss conducted a research in 1970s on “the Saints and Roughnecks.” In this classical 
study, conducted in Seattle suburbs, the saints are a group of eight white upper middle class 

boys on the pre-college track in high school, who engage in incredibly large amounts of truancy, 
a great deal of drinking and driving, quite a bit petty thefts and vandalism, and a lot of cheating 
in school, but managed to maintain a good image. If these youth are apprehended, the influence 

of their parents and the social skills of boys contribute to the interpretation that they are just 
engaging in youthful highjinks (boys will be boys) (Adlers, 2000 and Henslin, 1997). 

According to Chambliss, the local police saw the saints as good boys who were among the 

leaders of the youth in the community. Rarely, the boys might be stopped in town for speeding 
or for running a stop sign. When this happened, the boys were always polite, contrite, and pled 

for mercy. Then they receive the mercy they asked for (Adler, 2000). 

The roughnecks are a group of six lower class boys who engage in lots of fighting (mostly 
among themselves or with other lower class boys) and stealing, who are often arrested, and 
whose image in the community is terrible. From Chambliss’ point of view, although the two 

gangs of boys were the same age, and both groups engaged in an equal amount of wild-oats 
sewing, everyone agreed that the not-so-well-dressed, not-so-well managed, not-so-rich boys 

were leading for trouble (Henslin, 1997). 

Here, Chambliss raises two important questions: why did the community, the school, and the 
police react to saints as though they were good, upstanding, non-delinquent youth with bright 
futures but to the roughnecks as though they were tough, young criminals who were headed for 

trouble? Why did the roughnecks and the saints, in fact, have quite different careers after high 
schools – careers which, by and large, lived up the expectations of the community? (Henslin, 

1997 and Adler, 2000). Differential treatment, as to Chambliss, was possible due to the fact that 
one group of boys was ‘more delinquent’ than the other, irrespective of the reality. The saints’ 
behavior  had  at  least  as  much  potential  for  community  harm  as  the  behavior  of  the 

roughnecks. But, it is the roughnecks who treated as delinquents by the community and the law 
enforcement agents. The saints were bad when they were sober atrocious when drunk, and their 

vandalism included moving street assigns to create dangerous situations for motorists and watch 
the “fun”. But, they never go labeled, and they ultimately all went to college, got degrees, and 
pursued respectable careers, whereas the opposite is true for the roughnecks. In Chambliss’ 

words: 

In sheer number of illegal acts the saints were the more delinquent. They were truant from 
school for at least part of the day almost every day of the week. In addition, their drinking 

and vandalism occurred with surprising regularity. 



Handout for the Course: Sociology of Deviance (SOCI3161)      Compiled By Enideg G. (MA) 

66 | P a g e  
 

The roughnecks, in contrast, engaged sporadically in delinquent episodes. While these 
episode were frequent, they certainly did not occur on a detail or even a weekly basis 
(Chambliss, 1997, cited in Adlers, 2000: 186). 

Therefore, Chambliss concluded that even though crime and delinquent occur throughout all 
social strata, power, in the form of money and influence, is the key factor which determines who 
gets arrested and who does not (Haralambos, 2005). Chambliss’s study shows: 

1. The link between social structure and perception of deviance. He argues that crime occurs 

everywhere in a society. It is found throughout all social strata. The major differences between 
strata are types of crimes committed and the nature of the law enforcement. He, furthermore, 

discussed that power, in the form of money and influence, is a key factor which determines who 
gets arrested and who does not.  

2. The effect of labeling as a self- fulfillment prophecy. Chambliss believed that the community 
responded to the roughnecks as boys in trouble, and the boys agreed with that perception. Their 

pattern of deviance was re-enforced and breaking away from it became increasingly unlike. 
Once the boys acquire the image of themselves as deviant, they selected new fr iends who 

affirmed that self- image. As that self- conception became more firmly entrenched, they also 
become willing to try new and more extreme deviances.(for a detail discussion please refer to 
Adlers,2000: 178-191, and Henslin, 1997: 246 -260). 

2.4.8.3. Deviance and Capitalism 

A second branch of conflict theory – the Marxist/critical theory – views deviance and crime as a 
function of a capitalist economic system. Although the early economist and social thinkers such 
as Karl Marx wrote very little about deviance and crime, many of his ideas are found in a critical 

approach that has emerged from earlier Marxist and radical perspective on criminology 
(Kendall, 2003: 210). The critical approach, according to the writer, is based on the assumption 

that the laws and the criminal justice system protect the power and privilege of the capitalist 
class. Privilege  not  only  includes  rights  such  as  life,  liberty,  and  happiness,  but  also  
material possessions like money, luxurious items, land and house (ibid). Some of the conflict 

theorists addressed under this category are William Bonger and Steven Spitzer. However, before 
directly proceeding to explain the ideas of these thinkers, it is important to treat Karl Marx’ s 

idea pertaining to this topic. 

Marx based his critique of capitalism on the inherent conflict that he believed existed between 
the capitalist (bourgeoisie) and the working class (proletariats). As per Marx’s idea, in capitalist 
societies, the superstructures (institutions like law, politics, education, etc) legitimize the 

existing class inequalities and maintain the capitalists’ superior position in the class structure. 
Thus, he saw capitalism as a social system which produces the haves and have-nots, who engage 

in different forms of deviance and crime. 

2.4.8.3.1. William Bonger 

Bonger, following Marx, viewed crime as a behavior created by the social structure, like other 
normal behaviors. He also related control and punishment with power. According to him, the 

very nature of the capitalism appreciates unequal distribution of resources. Subsequently, it 
produces two classes:  the Haves and the Have-nots. Laws in capitalism, serve the Haves, 
regardless of the needs of the Have-nots. 
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Bonger equated crime with those harms or threats of harm to the po werful segment of the 
society. These powerful groups are those who acquired unfairly large amount of wealth based on 
unrestricted competition. This resulted in unevenly distribution of wealth among members of a 

given society. Competition within the social structure of capitalism, according to Bonger’s view, 
encourages individualism and self- interest. 

Consequently, egoistic impulses will develop among individuals of the society. Thus, in order to 

fulfill these egoistic needs, individuals may commit crimes. This implies that crimes are possibly 
committed by the rich and the poor.  However, crimes committed by the poor are greatly 

recognized by the criminal justice system, because the justice system works for the good will of 
the rich. 

According to Bonger, the poor mostly commit street crimes for the purpose of survival; they 
find that they cannot afford the necessities, such as food, clothing, shelter and health care. 

Therefore, some crimes present a rationale response by the poor to the unequal distribution of 
resources in a capitalist society – a class society based on capital.  

2.4.8.3.2. Stephen Spitzer: the Production of Deviance in Capitalist Society 

Since Spitzer’s idea is going to be seen merging with structural Marxism, let us see the main 

view of those structural Marxists first. Colvin and Pauly are two prominent structural Marxist. 
They tried to relate deviant behavior with the social structure of a society. As to them, majority 

of parents in capitalist societies are alienated due their class position and work place control. 
Thus,  alienated  parents  develop  a  coercive  family  structure  which  is  responsible  for  the 
production of alienated juvenile. Juveniles from a coercive family structure are more likely to be 

in coercive (lower class) school environment. This is a further alienation to these juvenile. 
Subsequently, those doubly alienated juveniles have the chance to involve and establish gangs. 
Steven Spitzer argued that there are the features of the capitalist mode of production important 

for his discussion: (1) as a mode of production, it forms the foundation or infrastructure of our 
society. Thus, understanding of the economic organization of capitalist societies and the impact 

of the organization on every aspect of social life is necessary; and (2) the contradictions that 
reflect the internal tendencies of capitalism. These contradictions are important because they 
explain the changing character of the capitalist system and the nature of its impact on social, 

political, and intellectual activities. 

2.4.8.4. Feminist Theories of Deviance 

According to feminist scholars, theories developed to explain male behaviors cannot be used to 
understand female deviance and crime. “A new interest in women and crime developed in 1975 

when two books – Freda Adler’s ‘Sisters in Crime’ and Rita James Simon’s ‘Women and 
Crime’– declared that women’s crime rates were going to increase significantly as a result of the 

women’s liberation movement.” (Kendall, 2003 p: 211). As per to the writer, Alder’s and 
Simon’s works, irrespective of their limitations, encouraged feminist scholars (both women and 
men) to examine more closely the correlation among gender, violence and crime. Despite the 

fact that there is no single feminist explanation on deviance and crime, three schools of thought 
have emerged: the liberal feminist, the radical feminist and the Marxist or socialist feminist 

theories. Prior to directly addressing these feminist theories, it is found worthwhile 
understanding the main reason for the development of such schools in criminology. 

Conklin (2004) argues that most  theories  of  deviance,  crime  and  delinquency  have  been  
developed  to  explain  male violations of law; and have been tested with data gathered from 
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boys and men. This was also explained that most criminologists have been men; and they have 
simply failed to acknowledge or be interested in law breaking by females. Still other reasons for 
the persistence of the above condition in criminology have been developed. Daly and Chesney-

Lind (1988) believed that criminologists and sociologists neglect women in crime and deviance 
simply because crime by female is less common and less severe when it does occur than crime 

by males. 

Therefore, criminologists have been faced with the generalizability problem. Theories of crime 
and  deviance  have,  indeed,  paid  little  attention  to  the  family offenders, often  speaking of 

criminals as if they are all males. For example, Travis Hirschi’s social control theory which is 
addressed  under  2.4.4.2,  was  very  much  keen  to  test  only  the  data  collected  from  boys. 
Therefore, feminist scholars shave criticized criminologists for using the male offenders as a 

point of comparison for assessing female offenders.  

According to the liberal feminist perspective, women’s deviance and crime are rational response 
to the existing general descriptions that women experience in families and the workplaces. For 

the liberalist theories lower- income and minority women typically have fewer opportunities or 
advantages. Kendall (2003) explains “. . .   lower-income and minority women typically have 
fewer opportunities not only for education and good jobs but also for ‘high -end’ criminal 

endeavors.” (ibid: 211). As to Daly and Chesney-Lind (1988), a woman is more likely to be a 
big-time drug dealers or an organized crime boss than she is to be a corporate director.  

Radical feminists, contrary to liberal feminists, believe that the cause of women’s crime to 

ongoing male domination over female. Patriarchy is the main cause for female criminality. This 
perspective concentrates on social factors that mold women’s lives and experience and indicates 
how explanations may trigger deviant behaviors and criminal activities. Theorists, under this 

school, further argued that even though state laws usually considers both female prostitute and 
the male customer as violating the law; in most states the woman is far more likely than the man 

to be arrested, brought to trial, convicted and sentenced (Kendall, 2003).  

Marxist feminists, on their behalves, analyzed female deviation based on the assumption that 
women are exploited by both capitalism and patriarchy. Thus, they linked women’s criminality 
with gender conflict created by the economic and social struggles in modern societies. They 

further argued that prostitution is a female sexual slavery in a capitalist society. According to 
some socialist feminists, men control women biologically and economically just as members of 

the capitalist class control the labors of the working class.  

2.4.8.5. Hagan’s Power-Control Theory 

Hagan’s view is that crime and delinquency rates are a function of two factors: class position 
(power) and family function (control). The link between these two variables is that within the 

family, parents reproduce the power relationship they hold in the workplace (Seigel, 1983). 
According  to  Hagan,  parents’  class  position,  as  defined  through  their  work  experiences, 
influences the delinquent behavior of their children. When fathers occupy the traditional role of 

sole breadwinner and mother have only menial jobs or remain at home to handle domestic 
affairs, the paternalistic or patriarchal family is indicated. Here, the fathers’ experience of 

control over others or being controlled is reproduced in the household. 

His focus is directly outwards his instrumental responsibilities while the mother is left in charge 
of the children, especially their daughters. Sons are granted greater freedom as they are prepared 
for the traditional male role symbolized by their fathers. Daughters are socialized into the cult of 
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domesticity under the close supervision of their mothers, preparing them for lives oriented 
towards domestic labor and consumption; while sons are encouraged and allowed to experiment 
and take risks. Daughters, in this scenario, are closely monitored so that participation in deviant 

or delinquent activity is unlikely.  

Hagan saw the egalitarian family as characterized by little difference between mothers’ and 
fathers’ work roles, so that responsibility for child rearing is shared. Here, neither child receives 

the close supervision present over females in the paternalistic family. Middle class aspirations 
and values dominate: mobility, success, autonomy, and risk taking. Daughter’s deviance now 

mirrors their brothers. This pattern seems true for single parent (female headed) households; 
even within the working/lower class. Here, without the presence of the father, the mother’s 
supervision over her children is not as intense as in the paternalistic family and, in fact, children 

of both sexes may be encouraged to experiment with risk taking, instrumental roles. In either 
cases, the argument suggests that middle class girls are the most likely to violate the law because 

they are less closely controlled that their lower class counterparts. And in homes where both 
parents hold position of power, girls are more likely to have the same expectation of career 
success as their brothers. Consequently, siblings of both sexes will be socialized to take risks 

and engage in other behaviors related to delinquency. Power-control theory, then, implies that 
middle class youth of both sexes will have higher crime rates than their lower class peers (Keel, 

2008). 

Hagan’s theory has been criticized as being basically a fair straight forward adaptation of the 
liberation hypothesis, as females experience upward mobility and status change, their access to 
deviant and illicit behavior expand. However, critics argued that a better explanation of female 

deviance, especially their lower rates of participation, would focus on nurturing relationship 
developed during socialization, leading them toward a more prosocial behavior. Female 

deviance becomes a product of the sexual scripts within patriarchal families that make it more 
likely for them to become the victims of both sexual and physical abuses. If they run away, the 
juvenile court support parental rights and returns them to the home, persistent violations lead to 

incarceration and future trouble as official delinquents/deviants or live on the street where 
survival depends on involvement in crime.  

Limitations of Conflict Theories 

 Marxist conflict theorists saw the society of modern world as characterized by the 

persistence of conflicting interest over economy. But, critics argued that not all conflicts 
represent economic or social class interests.  

 Socialist (Marxist) conflict theorists have also been criticized for their failure to see the 

reality that crime continues to exist in the so-called socialist societies, too. Studies show 
that there is a similarity between socialist and capitalist societies in terms of the 

workings of the legal system: arrest and imprisonment as solutions to the crime 
problems. 

 Several critics of feminist approaches of deviance saw these schools as they have 

neglected the centrality of race and ethnicity and focus on the problems and perspectives 
of women who are white, middle and upper income, and heterosexual without taking into 

account the views of women of colours, lesbians, and women with disabilities.  
 Social conflict theorists assume that laws and other cultural norms are created directly by 

the rich and the powerful. This is an oversimplification since many segments of our 

society influence, and benefits from, the political progress. Laws also protect workers, 
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consumers and the environment, sometimes in opposition to the interest of capitalists 
(Macionis, 1995). 

Chapter Three: Major Deviant Acts: Victimless Crimes 

3.1: Introduction 

Numerous social thinkers have forwarded their own understanding about what really victimless 

crimes are. Senna and Seigel (2001) defined victimless crime as an act that is in violation of 
society’s moral code and therefore has been outlawed. Some of the victimless crimes such as drug 

abuse, gambling and prostitution are interdependent and interlinked because, although they have 
not external victims, they are considered harmful to the social fabric of the society in which they 
appear. 

The, term “crimes without victims” was first coined by Edwin Schur in 1965. His focus was on 

drug addiction, homosexualism and abortion. But, in present-day world it includes prostitutions, 
sexual  deviance  (gaysm  and  lesbianism),  drug  abuse  and  dealing,  alcoholism,  gambling, 

vagrancy and so on (Conklin, 2004). 

Because no one complains to the police about being victimized, making arrest and prosecuting the 
culprit are difficult. Usually crimes have identifiable victims who suffer from the criminal 
behavior. But, in victimless crimes, only the offenders themselves are likely to suffer all round 

(ibid). Similarly, Andargachew (1990) argued that some forms of crimes such as prostitution, drug 
abuse gambling, homosexualism, drunkerdness and disorderly conduct and vagrancy are victimless 

crimes since they are group of offences. Here, there is no one is injured with a possib le exception of 
those persons involved in these acts.  

There are arguments and counter arguments whether victimless crimes should be labeled victimless 
or not. In other words, social thinkers have been debating over the criminalization and 

decriminalization of victimless crimes. Some activists are moving heaven and earth so as to 
decriminalize many of those illegal practices categorized under victimless crimes. They argued that 

these activities should be taken out of the statute books because the prosecution of victimless 
crimes is the invasion of individual rights by the state. This is so due to the fact that what 
governments consider vices are always determines by the powerful segment of the society 

(Andargachew, 1990). This point of view reminds us of the important insights of labeling and 
conflict theories presented under chapter two. These two theories have given much consideration 

on addressing on two basic questions: (1) who has the power to define behavior as crime? And (2)  
who has the power to label such behaviors as victimless? 

The critics of idea of decriminalization of victimless crimes, on the other hand, strongly argue that 

society should not give tacit approval to conduct such as prostitution, pornography and so on, 
because they reinforce several misconceptions, for example, prostitution and pornography have a 
misconception that women are “toys” who can be treated as objects rather than people (Schaefer, 

2003). Thus, these and other similar activities must be included in a criminal code of a given 
country. For example, homosexuality endangers the natural fabric of the whole society. It always 

stands against one of the basic social institutions – the family for human survival – and its primary 
function of reproduction. 

However persistent the disagreement upon the decriminalization of victimless of crimes, nearly all 
the social scientists seem to convince themselves to the idea that the current severities caused by 
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these acts should be alleviated. Therefore, the debate on the decriminalization of victimless crime is 
concerned with the question “Can we impose morality through legislation?”  

And, this has something to do with the difference of norms and values of people across the world. 

Thus, we have found that it is important to see some victimless crimes such as drug abuse, 
homosexuality, prostitution, alcoholism, and gambling. The aim of  addressing  these  acts  is  
simply to  show  the  social  factors  for  the occurrence and differences of such acts across different 

culture (Williams, 2004). 

 

3.2. Drug Abuse and Alcoholism 

3.2.1. Drug Abuse 

The use of illegal drugs can be seen as a victimless crime in a sense that neither the user nor the 
seller is likely to report the crime to the police (Conklin, 2004). Drug abuse can be defined as the 

‘use of unacceptable drugs and/or the excessive or inappropriate use of acceptable drugs in ways 
that can lead to physical, psychological, or social harm’ (Kornblum, et. al., 1995: 129). The writers 

further argued that the issue of drug abuse has both objective and subjective dimensions. The 
objective sphere of drug use is the degree to which a given drug causes biological, psychological 
and/or social problems for the individuals or the social group (the family, the community, or the 

entire society). The subjective aspect of the behavior, on the other hand, is concerned with how 
people perceive the consequences of drug abuse and use, and how their perceptions result in social 

actions with regard to drug use (norms, policies, laws, programs, etc.) (ibid).  

The use of drugs is considered as a social problem. However, the degree of understanding it as a 
social problem may be reason for considering drug use as a social problem is that certain drugs are 
supposed to impair people’s ability to mobilize themselves and direct their lives. Other drugs are 

believed to undermine moral restrains and lead to criminal violence. 

Some of the consequences of drug abuse are: 

 Negligence to food, shelter and clothing; and such neglects lead to physical deterioration;  
 The high cost of illegal drugs lead users to commit such crimes as robbery, burglary, and 

larceny to get the money to pay for their drugs; 
 Illegal drug use has such costs as revenue lost to the government as the required taxes are 

not paid on those drugs; 
 The need for large expense to enforce laws concerning drugs; 
 Losses from the property crime committed by the users to pay for their drugs;  

 Murders that occurs during drug transaction; 
 Losses due to absenteeism by drug-using workers; 

 The artificial inflation of real estate values due to the infusion of money from the drug 
trade; and 

 Medical costs of treating drug addicts including intravenous drug users with AIDS and 

infant born dependent on drugs. 

3.2.2. The Problem of Alcoholism 

Alcoholism, also known as alcohol dependence, is a disease that includes the following four 
symptoms: 
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 Craving: a strong need, or urge, to drink. 

 Loss of control: not being able to stop drinking once drinking has begun.  

 Physical   dependence: Withdrawal   symptoms,   such   as   nausea,   sweating, shakiness, 
and anxiety after stopping drinking. 

 Tolerance: the need to drink greater amounts of alcohol to get "high." 

For clinical and research purposes, formal diagnostic criteria for alcoholism a lso have been 
developed. Such criteria are included in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 

Fourth Edition, published by the American Psychiatric Association, as well as in the International 
Classification Diseases, published by the World Health Organization. 

Alcoholism is  a  term  with  multiple  and  sometimes  conflicting  definitions  to  describe  the 

detrimental effects of  alcohol intake. In common and historic usage, alcoholism refers to any 
condition those results in the continued consumption of alcoholic beverages despite health 
problems and negative social consequences. Modern medical definitions describe alcoholism as a 

disease and addiction which results in a persistent use of alcohol despite negative consequences.  

In the 19th and early 20th centuries, alcoholism, also referred to as dipsomania described a 
preoccupation with, or compulsion toward the consumption of alcohol and/or an impaired ability to 

recognize the negative effects of excessive alcohol consumption. Although not all of these 
definitions specify current and on- going use of alcohol as a qualifier for alcoholism, some do, as 
well as remarking on the long- term effects of consistent, heavy alcohol use, include  dependence 

and symptoms of  withdrawal. Alcohol dependence has serious effects on physical and mental 
health. Alcohol dependence can lead to a wide range of neuropsychiatry or neurological 

impairment, cardiovascular disease, liver disease, and malignant neoplasms.  The  psychiatric  
disorders  which  are  associated  with alcoholism include, major depression, dysthymia, mania, 
hypomania, panic disorder, phobias, generalized  anxiety  disorder,  personality  disorders,  

schizophrenia,  and  suicide,  neurologic deficits  (e.g.  impairments  of  working  memory,  
emotions,  executive  functions,  visuospatial abilities  and  gait  and  balance)  and  brain  damage.  

Alcohol  dependence  is  associated  with hypertension,  coronary heart disease, and  ischemic 
stroke,  cancer of the  respiratory system, but also  cancers of the  digestive system,  liver,  breast 
and  ovaries. Heavy drinking is associated with liver disease, such as cirrhosis. 

While the ingestion of alcohol is, by definition, necessary to develop alcoholism, the use of alcohol 

does not predict the development of alcoholism. It is estimated that 9% of the general population is 
pre disposed to alcoholism based on genetic factors. The quantity, frequency and regularity of 

alcohol consumption required to develop alcoholism varies greatly from person to person. In 
addition, although the biological mechanisms underpinning alcoholism are uncertain, some   risk   
factors,   including   social   environment,   stress, [4]     emotional   health,   genetic predisposition, 

age, and gender have been identified. For example, those who consume alcohol at an early age, by 
age 16 or younger, are at a higher risk of alcohol dependence or abuse. Also, studies indicate that 

the proportion of men with alcohol dependence is higher than that of the proportion of women, 7% 
and 2.5% respectively, although women are more vulnerable to long- term consequences of 
alcoholism. In general, about 90% of adults in United States consume alcohol and more than 

700,000 of them have been treated for alcoholism.  

3.2.3. Effects of Long Term Alcohol Misuse 
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The primary effect of alcoholism is to encourage the sufferer to drink at times and in amounts that 
are damaging to physical health. The secondary damage caused by an inability to control one's 
drinking manifests in many ways. 

Alcoholism also has significant social costs to both the alcoholic and their family and friends. 
Alcoholics have a very high suicide rate and studies show between 8% and 21% of alcoholics 
commit suicide. Alcoholism also has a significant adverse impact on mental hea lth. The risk of 

suicide among alcoholics has been determined to be 5,080 times that of the general public.  

A. Physical Health Effects 

It is common for a person suffering from alcoholism to drink well after physical health effects start 
to manifest. The physical health effects associated with alcohol consumption may include cirrhosis 

of the liver, pancreatitis, epilepsy, polyneuropathy, alcoholic dementia, heart disease, increased 
chance of cancer, nutritional deficiencies, sexual dysfunction, and death from many sources. Severe 
cognitive problems are not uncommon in alcoholics. Approximately 10% of all dementia cases are 

alcohol related making alcohol the 2nd leading cause of dementia.  

B. Mental Health Effects 

Long term misuse of alcohol can cause a wide range of mental health effects. Alcohol misuse is not 
only toxic to the body but also to brain function and thus psychological wellbeing can be adversely 

affected by the long-term effects of alcohol misuse. Psychiatric disorders are common in 
alcoholics, especially anxiety and depression disorders, with as many as 25% of alcoholics 

presenting with severe psychiatric disturbances. 

Typically these psychiatric symptoms caused by alcohol misuse initially worsen during alcohol 
withdrawal but with abstinence these psychiatric symptoms typically gradually improve or 
disappear altogether.  Psychosis, confusion and organic brain syndrome may be induced by chronic 

alcohol abuse which can lead to a misdiagnosis of major mental health disorders such as 
schizophrenia. Panic disorder can develop as a direct result of long term alcohol misuse. Panic 

disorder can also worsen or occur as part of the alcohol withdrawal syndrome. Chronic alcohol 
misuse can cause panic disorder to develop or worsen an underlying panic disorder via distortion of 
the neurochemical system in the brain.  

The co-occurrence of major depressive disorder and alcoholism is well documented. Among those 

with  comorbid occurrences, a distinction is commonly made between depressive episodes that are 
secondary to the  pharmacological or toxic effects of heavy alcohol use and remit with abstinence,  

and  depressive  episodes  that  are  primary  and  do  not  remit  with  abstinence. Additional use of 
other drugs may increase the risk of depression in alcoholics. Depressive episodes with an onset 
prior to heavy drinking or those that continue in the absence of heavy drinking are typically 

referred to as "independent" episodes, whereas those that appear to be etiologically related to heavy 
drinking are termed "substance- induced". 

C. Social Effects 

The social problems arising from alcoholism can be massive and are caused in part due to the 

serious pathological changes induced in the brain from prolonged alcohol misuse and partly 
because of the intoxicating effects of alcohol. Being drunk or hung over during work hours can 

result in loss of employment, which can lead to financial problems including the loss of living 
quarters. Drinking at inappropriate times, and behavior caused by reduced judgment, can lead to 
legal consequences, such as criminal charges for drunk driving or public disorder, or civil penalties 
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for tortuous behavior. An alcoholic's behavior and mental impairment while drunk can profoundly 
impact surrounding family and friends, possibly leading to marita l conflict and divorce, or 
contributing to domestic violence. 

This can contribute to lasting damage to the emotional  development  of  the  alcoholic's  children,  
even  after  they  reach  adulthood.  The alcoholic could suffer from loss of respect from others who 
may see the problem as self- inflicted and easily avoided. 

Frequent Used legal and Illegal Drugs 

   1. Alcohol      4. Cocaine 

                                                            2. Tobacco     5. Khat 

          3. Marijuana 6. Other Drugs 

3.3. Homosexualism 

There are several forms of sexual orientations in the world. The term sexual-orientation refers to 
“the classification of individuals as heterosexual, bisexual, or homosexual based on their emotional 

and sexual attractions, relationship, self- identity and lifestyle.” (Mooney, et. al., 2005:230). 
Heterosexuality, according to the writers, refers to the predominance of emotional and sexual 
attraction to persons of the other sex whereas bisexuality is all about the predominance of 

emotional and sexual attraction of both sexes. Homosexuality, on the other hand, includes lesbians 
and bisexuals. They are sometimes referred collectively to the concept lesbigay population.   They 

are also be considered as part of a larger population called transgendered community which 
includes a  range   of people whose gender identities do not conform to traditional notion of 
masculinity and feminity (ibid).  

Therefore, homosexuality, as a form of sexual orientation, is defined as a sexual relationship with 

members of the same sex, be it male or female. It can be categorized as gaysm (among male) and 
lesbianism (among females).  

Sexual behavior like any other human behavior can be acceptable or unacceptable depending upon 

the functioning of the culture of a society. In our world the most acceptable and supported sexual 
norms is heterosexuality, that is, sexual relationship between people of opposite sexes. However, 
various forms of sexual deviations are practically observed in all societies though the degree of 

prevalence and seriousness differ.  

3.3.1. Theories on Homosexuality 

There are different explanations for the causes of being a homosexual. The difference of the 
explanations is due to the presence of differences in terms of fields of studies in the world. Here, 

we have addressed such theories of homosexuality as biological, psychological, sociological and 
economic ones. 

i. Biological Theories 

Many scientists have claimed that homosexuality is rooted in biology; and much of the research has 

been conducted by scientists living a homosexual lifestyle. In recent years, attention has been given 
to the areas of genetic, hormone, and neuroanatomic bases for homosexuality. The genetic studies 
of homosexuality argued that homosexuality is very much influenced by gene. Ka llmann in 1992 

conducted a research and reported a one hundred percent concordance in identical twins for 
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homosexuality, and only 12 percent concordance in fraternal twins, since identical twins have an 
identical genetic code. However, consequent studies failed to repeat Kallmann’s findings. Hormone 
studies were another dimension of biological theories of homosexuality.  

A popular belief  which  fell  into  disfavor  in  the  late  1970s  was  the  idea  that  sexual  
preference  is determined by hormone levels. A number of investigators having suggested that 
hormonal alteration during personal life may influence sexual preference in human and use data 

from rat and guinea pig experiment to support their claims. Experiments conducted described the 
interaction of sex hormones on developing brain, particularly the region known as the 

hypothalamus. For example, when female rats are administered male hormones prenatally, they 
exhibit male sexual behavior during adulthood, and vice versa.  Some scientists have extrapolated 
these observations to humans and have theorized that homosexuality may originate due to similar 

prenatal hormonal derangements.  

In 1991, a research was published claiming that an area of the hypothalamus known as INAH3 was 
smaller in homosexual men and heterosexual women. However, this finding failed to get support 

from subsequent studies on the same issues. 

The claim that homosexuality is biologically predetermined characteristic and homosexuals are 
born that way stands on flimsy genetic, hormonal and neuroanatomic evidence. A consistent and 
reproducible biological defense has yet to be demonstrated since these biological theories have 

been suffered from the following limitations: 

a. Of all animals, human beings are the most genetically indeterminate.  A complex high- level 
behavior of human species cannot be reduced to genetic endowment, not language, not 

house building, and not sexual behavior.  
b. Natural selection, the mechanism of evolution, also makes genetic theories problematic. In 

natural selection, advantageous trait, encoded in genes, are passed on generation to 

generation and increase in prevalence. If the trait is deleterious, needless to say, have 
reduced reproduction, and should have disappeared long ago if there was a genetic basis.  

c. Cultural considerations relating to attitudes towards homosexual behavior are also other 
factors that make biological theories implausible. The prevalence of such behavior increases 
in cultures in different to such behavior and casual attitude towards sex in general. For 

example, in ancient Greco-Roman culture, homosexual behavior was tolerated and was 
highly prevalent whereas in culture in which it was disapproved of, homosexuality was 

much more rare. 
d. Ex-homosexuals exist – people who have given up such behaviors. Some have even formed 

groups such as homosexuals anonymous to offer counseling and encouragement for people 

wishing to change their habits. If homosexual preference is ‘in the genes’ like humans’ 
racial characteristics such skin colour, change could not be possible. 

Many of these theories have been discredited in recent years, particularly by those who cite 

biological causation.  Some researchers have contended that a disruption in the hormonal processes 
of the mother while she is pregnant may be one explanation. Simon Levay (1992), a neurobiologist 

at the Salk Institute, has suggested that homosexuality may be related to brain functioning, as part 
of the hypothalamus in homosexual men is about a quarter to half the size it is in heterosexual men. 
Subsequent studies have shown that homosexual men react to certain substances believed to be 

human pheromones differently from heterosexual men. Several studies have pointed to a genetic 
predisposition governed by one or more genes on the X chromosome (ibid). 
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Other recent studies, while not directly supporting biological explanations for homosexuality, 
suggest that it may be a predisposition that can be detected at an early age among children who do 
not appear to have traditional gender identification.  

Whether it can be easily detected or not, most theorists agree that homosexual orientation tends to 
arise at an early age. Substantially fewer studies of homosexuality have been performed among 
lesbians, perhaps because of the greater stigma which is often attached to male homosexuality in 

many Western cultures. 

The American Psychiatric Association no longer considers homosexuality a disorder, unless sexual 
orientation becomes an object of distress for the individual. In such cases, the individual—referred 

to by psychologists as ego-dystonic—may choose to seek psychiatric treatment. Also, beginning in 
the late 20th cent., biologists more openly examined and discussed the occurrence of homosexual 
behaviors among animals, which has been documented in several hundred species. Such behaviors, 

which may include courtship, sexual contact, bond formation, and the rearing of young, are found 
both in wild and captive animals. Many gay-rights activists have criticized the various theories 

which try to “explain” homosexuality, particularly those that treat it as an illness in need of 
treatment. 

ii. Psychological Theories 

Psychologists in the 19th and 20th centuries, most of whom classified homosexuality as a form of 

mental illness, developed a variety of theories on its origin. The 19th C psychologist Richard von 
Krafft-Ebing, whose Psychopathia Sexualis (1886) included masturbation, sado- masochism, and 
“lust-murder” in its list of sexual perversions, saw it as originating in heredity. His contemporary, 

Sigmund Freud, characterized it as a result of conflicts of psychosexual development, including 
identification with the parent of the opposite sex. Others have looked at social influences and 
physiological events in fetal development as possible origins. It is likely that many instances of 

homosexuality result from a combination of inborn or constitutional factors and environmental or 
social influences. 

Psychiatric theories of homosexuality have included the following: that homosexuality is a 

regression to the earliest (oral) stage of development; that most families of homosexuals are 
characterized by an overprotective mother and an absent father; or that homosexuals fear 

engulfment by a dominant mother in the pre-Oedipal phase. Some authorities have suggested that 
homosexuality may be an expression of nonsexual problems, such as fear of adult responsibility, or 
may be triggered by various experiences, such as having sexual relationships with members of 

one's own sex at an early age that prove to be very satisfying. Arguments regarding the roots of 
lesbianism include disappointing heterosexual love experience, a father who displays distaste for 

men who express interest in his daughter, and memories of abusive relationships with men (Tahir, 
2009). 

 

iii. Sociological Theories of Homosexualism 

Beyond what causes homosexuality, sociologists are interested in what people believe about the 

cause of homosexuality. Most gays believe that homosexuality is an inherited, inborn trait. In a 
research conducted in U.S. in 1994, 90 percent of respondents believed that there were borne with 
their homosexual orientation; only 4 percent believed that environmental factors were the sole 

causes (Mooney, et. al., 2005). Individuals who believed that homosexuality is biologically based 
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tend to be more accepting of homosexuality. In contrast, those who believed homosexuals choose 
their sexual orientation are less tolerant of gay and lesbians and more likely to conclude that 
homosexuality   should be illegal than those who think sexual orientation is not a matter of personal 

choice (ibid, p: 238). 

According to Linda Mooney, sociological theories do not explain the origin or causes of sexual 
orientation diversity; they help explain societal reactions to homosexuality and bisexuality; and 

ways in which sexual identities are socially constructed.  

Structural functionalists, consistent with their emphasis on institutions and the function they fulfill,   
emphasize   the   importance   of   monogamous   heterosexual   relationships   for   the 

reproduction, nurturance, and socialization of children. According to functionalists, homosexuality 
and heterosexual non-marital relations are considered as deviant acts since they do not fulfill the 
family institution’s basic function of reproducing and rearing children. However, this argument 

becomes less sound in a society where: 

1) Other institutions have supplemented the traditional functions of family;  
2) Reducing the number of population is a societal goal; and 

3) Same-sex pairs can and do raise children.  

Based on its stress on the interrelationship among various segments of society, structural 
functionalism saw that urbanization has contributed to the formation of strong social networks of 

gays and lesbians. As to them, cities acted as magnets, drawing in gay migrants who had felt 
isolated and threatened in smaller town and rural areas.  

Conflict   theorists,   particularly   those   neomarxists,   note   that   the   antagonism   between 
heterosexuals and non-heterosexuals presented a basic division in society between those with 

power and those without power. As per conflict thinkers, when one group has domination over 
social institutions and resources of a society, as in the case of heterosexuals, they have the authority 

to dominate other group. Subsequently, it is possible to say that conflict theory frames the gay 
rights movement and the opposition to it as a struggle over power, prestige, and wealth. Symbolic  
interactionism  focuses  on  the  meaning  of  heterosexuality,  homosexuality  and bisexuality, how 

these meanings are socially constructed, and how they influence the social status and self-concept 
of non-heterosexual individuals. The meanings we associated with same- sex relations are learned 

from family, peers, religion and the media (Mooney, et. al., 2005). Historical and cross-cultural 
research on homosexuality reveals the socially constructed nature of homosexuality and its 
meanings. Besides, this perspective also points to the labeling on individuals. Once individuals 

become identified or labeled gays or lesbians, that label tends to become their master status.  

3.3.2. Why People Disapprove Homosexuality? 

There are   several reasons for   the   majority of   the   world’s society not   to   welcome non-
heterosexual relations (Andargachew, 1990 and Conklin, 2004). Some are: 

1) People feel that homosexual is unnatural and a crime against nature.  

2) It is more sinful that heterosexual adultery.  
3) It is totally dead against the natural fabric of family institution and procreation. It disturbs 

human reproduction. 
4) It distorts the sex roles of members of a given society. It is not good if women act like men, 

and men like women. 

5) It causes serious health problems, such as STDs.  
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As per the idea of professor Andargachew, homosexuality is not a danger if it is simply a means  of  
sexual  release,  for  example,  among  boys  and  among  prisoners. 

But, it is condemned seriously when it is a preferred sexual mode, because the former will have 

most probably been given up later on upon the individual’s access to the normal sexual partner.  

3.3.3. Consequences of Homosexuality 

 It leads to homosexual prostitution; 
 It causes the appearance of several types of venereal diseases; and  
 It facilitates crimes, fraud and corruption.  

3.3.4. The Extent of Homosexuality across Developing and Developed Nations 

The extent of homosexualism is less in developing countries than developed ones. However, it 
cannot be deniable that the current state of homosexuality in developing nations is found getting 
higher and higher due to the intensive influence of cultural globalization. In Ethiopia, for instance, 

the act was so seriously rejected that one can hardly hear about the problem since long time ago, 
because homosexuality was made punishable under Article 600 of the 1957 Penal Code. 

Consequently, the number of homosexual individuals recorded by the police during the period of 
1978 – 1987 was very low. But, this condition has been changed since recent time. The extent and 
seriousness of the problem today is found being accelerated in the country, particularly in those b ig 

urban centers, such as Addis Ababa, Nazareth, Dire Dawa, Harar and others. Nowadays, it is a hard 
fact that several Gay Clubs have been opened and made operating by group of nonheterosexual 

people. 

Nevertheless, the problem and the extent of homosexuality are comparatively much more widely 
spread in those industrialized nation of Europe and North America than in developing countries of 
the world. 

3.4. Prostitution 

Prostitution  is  one  of  those  categories  of  crimes  collectively  known  as  victimless  crimes. 
Because the consensual transaction between prostitutes and their clients typically do not involve 
complainants though clients who are robbed by prostitutes and their pimps, and prostitutes who are 

beaten their customers, sometime do turn to the police. Individual prostitutes can be seen as 
engaging in a crime that has no victim,   even though prostitutions poses risks to both the 

prostitutes and the clients, such as the possibility of contracting sexually transmitted diseases, 
including HIV/AIDS. Prostitutes who work for pimps are often the victims of physical abuse to 
“keep them in line”, but the criminal offence of prostitution itself does not involve participants who 

define themselves as the victims of a crime. 

Prostitution is defined as the offering of the body to indiscriminate louderness for hire 
(Andargachew, 1990). This definition includes both male and female prostitutions. However, the 

interest of our effort is to address only female prostitution. Thus, a sexual relationship should fulfi ll  
three  conditions  if  it  has  to  be  regarded  as  prostitution:  promiscuity,  payment  and emotional 
indifference. Female prostitution is, therefore, an indiscriminate sexual relationship for pay with 

unlimited number of men. Thus, a prostitute is a woman who engages in an unlimited heterosexual 
relationship (promiscuous) for pay and is emotionally indifferent. As long as the history of 

prostitution is concerned, it is as old as the history of human society. In ancient Greek and Romans, 
prostitution was one of those socially dignified behavior as it was associated with religion. But, in 
modern world, there is no good attitude towards prostitution.  
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3.4.1. Some Explanations on the Reasons for Why Prostitution 

Several scholars from different fields of study have forwarded variously different explanations on 
the reasons for the prevalence of prostitution across different times in human history. Biologists 

and psychologists claims that the physical structure of human female is conducive for prostitution 
unlike other animal species since it is sexually receptive all the year round. Sex is a permanent 
element of human behavior. However, most studies conducted in Europe and North America  failed  

to  prove  that  prostitutes  are  physically  and  psychologically different  from nonprostitutes 
women. 

Economic explanation of prostitution, on the other hand, argued that prostitutes mainly come from 

the lower economic strata of a given society. This argument claims that women will be resorted to 
prostitution if their economic conditions get worst. Nevertheless, poverty cannot be the only cause 
for prostitution. There are women who join prostitution for the sake of luxury it brings compared to 

the normal employment, especially in poorly paid jobs. Thus, prostitution, in this sense, is a matter 
of rational calculation of costs and benefits for the prostitute whether to join prostitution or not to. 

Besides, this point of view couldn’t address those prostitutes coming from developed nations who 
are better off in terms of their economic conditions. There are also people who are capable of 
looking at the functional dimension of prostitution. Social functionalists suggest that prostitution 

satisfies needs of patrons that may not be readily met through more socially acceptable forms such 
as courtship or marriage. The buyer receives sex without any responsibility for procreation or 

sentimental attachment; at the same time, the seller makes a living through this exchange. 
Furthermore, prostitution reduces the degree of conflicts of sexual rivalry by presenting sexual 
services to those who have no legal or normal access to sex. Therefore, prostitution does perform 

certain social functions that society seems to need. However, this is not to suggest that prostitution 
is a desirable or legitimate form of social behavior. Thus, it can be seen as a “necessary evil” 

(Andagachew, 1990; Mooney, et. al, 2005; and Schaefer, 2003). 

Finally, according conflict theorists, prostitution is one of the general conditions of prostituting of 
labor in capitalism. It is an exploitation of women by men which is a parallel to the exploitation of 
the working class by the capitalist class.  

3.4.2. Child Prostitution and Trafficking and Forced Prostitution 

One of the worst child labor in this world is child prostitution and trafficking. Worldwide, it is 
estimated that there are about one million child prostitutes; in the U.S., 300,000 (Mooney, et. al., 
2005). According to the writer, in poor countries the sexual services of children are often sold by 

their families in an attempt to get money. Some children are kidnapped or lured by the traffickers 
with promises of employment, only to end up with brothel. According to Mooney, the U.S. 

Immigration and Naturalization Service identifies 250 brothels in 26 American cities where forced 
prostitution, including children, are taken. Americans also engage in child-sex tourism abroad, 
particularly in Southeast Asia. Of 240 observed cases, in which legal action was taken against 

foreigners for sexual abusing children in the region, researchers found that about one- quarter of the 
violators were from U.S. (Dorman, 2001). 

Half of a century, the Geneva Convention prohibited rape and forced prostitution in war. 

Nevertheless, both continue to occur in modern time conflicts. Before and during World War II, the 
japans military forced an estimated 100,000 to 200,000 women and teenage girls into prostitution 
as a military “comfort women”.  
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Many of the women died as a result of untreated sexually transmitted disease, harsh punishment, or 
indiscriminate act of torture (Mooney, et. al., 2005). 

3.4.3. Prostitution in Ethiopia 

In terms of the degree of the prevalence, prostitution in Ethiopia is very much worsened. Although 

the exact date of the emergence of prostitution in Ethiopia is not clearly known, it has a long 
history. According to professor Andargachew (1990), some scholars attribute the emergent of 
prostitution to the medieval period mobile kings and nobles of the country. During this time, nobles 

kept mistresses at different camps and these mistresses can be regarded as prostitutes as they 
received not only favors but also paid in kind and cash. Traders also kept mistresses along various 

caravan routes of their time. This was also another factor for the appearance of prostitution in the 
country (ibid). 

The extent of prostitution varies across different times in history of the country. The degree has 
become more and more severe from time to time since its emergence due to the following possible 

aggravating factors in the country: 

 The establishment of Gondar town as a capital of Ethiopia during the Gondarian period;  
 The occupation of Eritrea by Italians and the presence of large number of Italian soldiers 

without their own wives; 
 The commercialization of the royal drink known as “Tej” after the reign of Emperor  

Minelik II; 
 The occupation of Ethiopia by Italians in the year 1935 was also another factor. Italian 

soldiers resorted to prostitutes for sexual gratification. Ethiopian women in urban areas 

remained without men. There was also a higher rate of construction in urban areas that 
attracted rural migrants leaving their wives behind; 

 The pervasiveness of unemployment and underemployment in rural areas was intolerable 

for some segment of women who finally migrated to urban areas; 
 Urbanization became a fertile ground for the persistence and mushrooming of prostitution in 

Ethiopia in the 20th C; 
 Gradual change in the socio-economic system of the country; and 
 The prevalence of early child marriage, forced marriage, and higher rate of divorce. 

According to Andargachew (1990), when we compare the 1940s and 1950s people’s attitude 
towards prostitution with that of the present-day, people have come more tolerant of prostitution 
today than ever before. Currently, people can go in and out of places of prostitutes without any 

shame of being seen in those areas. 

Prostitutes have indirectly been formally recognized by the government. They have been made 
registered and pay taxes by law, for example, bar prostitutes. Therefore, prostitution has been 

institutionalized in the county since a long period of time. 

According to several researches conducted by different individual in the country, there are different 
types of prostitutions along with several corresponding social vices. However, we do not waste 
time in mentioning of all the types of the prostitutions in the country in a very detail manner. Dear 

readers, if you are interested to know all the types of prostitutions identified by Andargachew; 
please refer to his book The Crime Problems and Its Correction on pages 302 – 312. 

3.4.4. Harmful Effects of Prostitution 
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Prostitution, with  no  doubt,  has  various  negative  consequences on  the  society and  on  the 
individuals as well as on the country at large. Some of these negative effects include: 

 It leads to moral degradation; 

 It undermines the marriage institution which finally resulted in family disorganization;  
 It leads to identity crisis – illegitimate children; 
 It forces prostitutes to be socially outcasts – personal disorganization; 

 It wastes a big potential man power; 
 It increases corruption and embezzlement; 

 It accelerates the rate of crime and other related social vices; and 
 It is the main cause for public health problems – transmission of STDs such as AIDS. 

 

3.5. Gambling 

Gambling can be classified into two: illegal and legal. Illegal gambling are those forms of gambling 

which are not recognized and registered by the concerned body of the government of a nation. The 
legalization of some forms of gambling helps the nation to raise the revenue through taxation. 
Thus, legal gambling is responsible to pay the stated amount of tax. 

Our argument to view illegal gambling as a victimless crime is that several countries now permit 

some forms of legal gambling, such as on-track betting, off-track betting, casino games, and 
lotteries. If those forms of gambling are not defined as crime, why then should betting with a 

cookie on sporting event or playing the numbers be treated as crime? The variation from nation to 
nation in defining what kind of gambling is no uniform consensus on treating gambling as a crime 
(Conklin, 2004). 

3.5.1. Costs of Illegal Gambling 

 Illegal gambling influences the economy of legal gambling. For example, gambling with a 

cookie produces a loss for the economy in those regional states that have lotteries or other 
forms of legalized gambling. 

 Money bet with a cookie that has links to organize crimes can be used by gangsters to 
finance the importation of drug or to engage in loan shaking.  

 Pathological or compulsive gambling also has harmful consequences including: 
 Alcohol and drug abuse, 

 Health and emotional problems, 
 Family stress, 

 Absence from work, 
 Crimes such as check forgery, loan fraud, embezzlement, employee theft, confidence 

games, larceny, burglary, pimping and prostitution, selling drugs, and tax fraud in order to 

pay gambling debt. 

Chapter Four: Urbanization and Deviance 

4.1. Introduction 

Urbanization has been defined in several ways. It is seen as a process by which rural areas become 
transformed into urban areas. Thus, urbanization refers to the changes in the proportion of the 

population of a nation living in urban areas and to the process of moving to cities or other densely 
settled areas. The term is also used to describe the changes in social organization that occurs as a 
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consequence of population concentration. Macionis (1995) backed up this idea when defining 
urbanization as the process of concentration of human population into cities. The writer further 
explains that this process both redistributes the population with a society and transforms many 

aspects of social life. 

In demographic terms, urbanization refers to an increase in population concentration. This 
definition of urbanization is concerned with the number of population dwells in urban areas as well  

as the level of population density in urban areas.  For example, 16.2% of Ethiopian population, out 
of 75,067,000, was urban in 2006 (MoFED, 2007).  

A specialized field of sociology called urban sociology studies social, economic, political and 

psychological aspects of the city. According to urban sociologists, a city is a relatively dense and 
permanent settlement of people who secure their livelihood primarily through non-agricultural 
activities (Kendall, 2003). The influence of urban mode of life, according to Zander Vanden 

(1990), extends far beyond city’s boundaries. For Kendall (2003), only about 3% of the world’s 
population lived in cities two hundred years ago, as compared with almost 50% of todays. In this 

contemporary world, estimates suggest that 2 out of 3 people around the world will live in urban 
areas by 2050 (ibid). 

Hence, there is a possibility to explain that the process of urbanization continues on a global basis; 
and the present-day cities are not something that raises like a phoenix from its ashes, rather they 

have undergoes through a long evolutionary history.  

Several sociologists tried to identify other concepts related to urbanization. A densely populated 
areas  containing  two  or  more  cities  and  their  suburbs  refers  to  the  cluster  of  cities  or 

megalopolis. And urban region classified as megalopolis when it has a density of 500 inhabitants 
per square mile (and many more of such arbitrary). A type of megalopolis cities oriented to 
international trade rather than domestic trade and commerce are known as global cities, for 

example, London, Paris, Zurich, New York, etc.  

Suburbs,  exurbs,  edge  city  and  sprawl  are  also  other  some  concepts  come  along  with 
urbanization. Suburbs are settlements which developed around the center city (Mooney, 1997); and 

are established for different purposes like commercial, industrial, residential and so on. Such 
suburbs together with the city are called metropolitan. Exurbs on the other hand, are recent 

phenomena which come after the suburbanization. They are parts of the urban pattern since their 
inhabitants have the same life style to the residents of the center city. Exurbanites are affluent, well-
educated, professionals, urban seeker people who seek to reside in rustic settings. Edge cities 

encompass offices, dwellings and all sorts of urban resources, without, containing a historical 
downtown core. They appear as a cluster of urban activities along the highways that circle large 

cities – which accounts for the edge in the term. Sprawl is unbridled, poorly planned, low-density 
spread out, auto oriented and dependent residential development that spread out from the center of 
communities, occurs and usually expands dramatically faster than population growth, common ills 

include traffic congestion, air pollution and massive destruction of natural environment, common 
leapfrog commercial and residential development. Generally, the development of urbanization is a 

continuous process which has been bringing about several social, economic, psychological, and 
political consequences. As modern form of life, urbanization is a latent outcome of 
industrialization. 

Deviant behaviors have come out along with this change in life as its unexpected product. 

Deviance, as a social behavior, is directly and/or indirectly correlated with urbanization through its 
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unique characteristics such as the occurrence of subcultures, material-oriented way of life, 
individualism and the prevalence of slum areas which are a fertile ground for the emergence of 
deviance. Conklin (2004) explains that the 19th C rural people were generally honest, but the urban 

poor who were nearer to great wealth and temptation were more prone to crime. This correlation 
between urbanization and deviance is going to be addressed under subtopic 3.4. But, now it is 

found worthwhile discussing the historical development of cities which, in turn, helps us 
identifying several socio-economic and cultural conditions of cities over time.  

4.2. Historical Development of Cities 

This subtopic is dealt with the evolution of urban areas. Cities are relatively recent social 

phenomena in the history of mankind. They are new inventions when compared with the history of 
human society. “The earliest human are believed to have emerged anywhere between 40,000 and 
one million years ago, and permanent human settlements are believed to have begun first about 

8000 B. C.” (Kendall, 2003: 610). However, scholars do not come to a consensus on the exact date 
when the first urban settlement came out. Even though disagreements about the exact date of the 

emergence of the first city are persistent, it is most likely to be believed that cities began sometimes 
after human history due to several reasons. Scholars accepted the argument that cities were possible 
due to the available of such factors as favorable ecology, advanced technology, and a well-

developed social organizations. Upon their emergence, several dimensions of people were changed. 
Therefore, urbanization is a social change accompanies other developments.  

Andargachew (1976) argued that social change and development are often accompanied by social 

problems of various kinds. The social, technological and economic changes that have been going 
on since the beginning of urbanization have had noticeable effect on the social structure. 

The gradual shift from subsistence economy to a money economy and the improvement of roads 
and means of communication have brought changes in the population structure. 

People from rural areas started pouring into expanding towns and urban areas, for example, rural 
migration, according to Andargachew (1976), was at its highest between 1935 and 1944 when 
urbanization was at its powering stage – the trend was noticeable in many parts of the developing 

world. Urbanization has various consequences for different section of society. People, young and 
old, have been being uprooted from the closed static patterns of rural life and are being thrust into 

uncertain turbulence of the city where every man is a stranger. They are forced to learn survive in 
an environment that is completely artificial. They do not know how to regain the sense of 
community they have lost in the transitional process.  

The problems the newcomers encountered are limitless. There is lack of employment coupled with 

marketable skills. There is the problem of unmet physical needs such as housing. People feel 
loneliness in the middle of a huge crowd. There is the problem of family breakdown because of 

new situation and strains. All these pressures may eventually boil up into various social illnesses 
including the problem of youth and juvenile delinquencies. Young people permanently thrown into 
the free competition of the labor market eventually end up either on the streets or in unsuitable 

types of work because of insufficient training. This situation is aggravated by a too quickly gained 
independence which too often is a stepping stone for the development of a street culture.  

4.3. Urbanism as a Way of Life 

Sociologist Lous Writh, as it is cited in Schaefer (2003), argued that urbanism is a dist inctive 

pattern of human behavior which is resulted from a relatively large and permanent human 
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settlement. It refers to a distinctive social and psychological patterns of life typically found in the 
city (Kendall, 2003). It is, thus, the cultural component associated with urbanization. It includes a 
range of beliefs, values and rules of behavior which are assumed to be associated with the process 

of urbanization. It reflects the patterns of culture and social interaction resulting from the 
concentration of large number of population in a relatively small geographical area. It also refers to 

an organization of society or community in terms of complex division of labor, high level of 
technology and social mobility. Therefore, it can, however, be said that urbanism is one 
consequence of urbanization along with its changes in values, norms, customs and mores of 

behavior of the population. 

According to Writh (1928), the size, density and heterogeneity of urban population typically result 
in an elaborate specialization and spatial segregation of people by race/ethnicity, social class, 

religion and/or lifestyle. The culture of the people living in the city is often different from those 
who live in rural areas. In cities, as per the idea of Kendall (2003), primary group ties are largely 

replaced by secondary relationships; social interaction is fragmented, impersonal and often 
superficial. As a result, people in cities have lost all the benefits they could possibly drive out of the 
forgone primary group relationships.  

Louis Wirth further explained that urban dwellers are alienated powerless, and lonely. There is an 

obliterated sense of community1; rather it is characterized by the mass society2 (Kendall, 2003). 
Schaefer (2003) supported this idea as he explained that urban life is not alike; and it would be a 

mistake if we argue that city life is uniform or similar across residents. For example, sociologist 
Herbert J. Gans (1991) has distinguished five types of people found in American cities:  
cosmopolites, unmarried and childless people, ethnic villagers, the deprived and the trapped. The 

existence of these categories of people in the cities reminds us that the city represents a dream for 
certain people and a nightmare for others. 

_____________________________ 

1An obliterated sense of community stands for absence of sense of collective conscious.  

2 Mass society is a large scale institutionalized society in which individuality is supplanted by mass messages , faceless bureaucrats 

and cooperative interests. 

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, on their behalves, argued that people in preindustrial, traditional 

societies were generally tribal beings. The rise of city was the transition from, lower primitive and 
barbarian culture to modern and civilized cultures. People, then, realize political and economic 

freedom and productive specialization. According to the writers, social revolution of humans or 
cultures couldn’t be completed until capitalism was overthrown and replaced be socialism.  These  
two  thinkers  concentrated  on  economics  and  problems  of  inequality  and cultural conflict in 

urban areas where capitalism is absolutely established. This cultural conflict is always occurred 
between the disadvantaged groups and those of the advantaged due to the persistence of unfair 

distribution of wealth, power and prestige.  

A German sociologist Ferdinand Tonnies (1855-1936) contrasted rural and urban ways of lives 
using his own two concepts: gemeinschaft and gesellschaft. Gemeinschaft describes a social setting 
in which people from what amounts to a single primary group. This is a typical characteristic of 

rural people. It is not found in modern city. Contrasting this, urbanization fosters gesellschaft which 
describes a social organization in which dwellers have only very little  sense of community or sense 

of common identity and look to others usually as a means of advancing their own individual goals. 
Thus, Ferdinand Tonnies was very much interested in disclosing the reality that in urban areas 
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primary social relationships are eroded in favor of the temporary, impersonal ties typically of 
business (Macionis, 1995). 

Alike Tonnies, Emile Durkheim also tries to observe this condition. His mechanical and organic 

solidarities equate Tonnies’s two concepts. However, Durkheim’s method of explaining highlighted 
patterns of social solidarity – what binds people together. In traditional rural life, as to Durkheim, 
there is mechanical solidarity – bonds based on shared sentiments. It emphasizes conformity to 

tradition. This bears a striking similarity with Tonnies’s gemeinschaft. Mechanical solidarity, 
according to Durkheim, is common among prehistoric and pre-agricultural societies and lessen and 

predominance as modernity or urbanization increases. 

Therefore, a type of social solidarity in urbanized society is not similar to rural areas. Modern 
societies (urbanized societies) are characterized by organic solidarity which emphasizes on higher 
degree of division of labor, specialization and interdependence among members of a society. This 

mutual interdependence is the basis for social cohesion. Social cohesion, based upon functional 
dependence among individuals, is a prominent characteristic of more advanced societies.  

It is common among industrial societies as the division of labor increases. Though individuals 

perform different tasks and often have different values and interests, the order and very survival of 
society depends on their reliance on each other so as to perform their specific tasks. 

Durkheim also revealed the fact that urban society typically offers more individual choice, moral 

tolerance and personal privacy than people living in rural villages. Subsequently it becomes clear 
that rural areas are different from urban ones. What about the level of deviant behavior in urban 
areas as compared with rural areas? 

Still several other social thinkers have forwarded their own opinions about urban society’s way of 

life. George Simmel (1858-1918), a German pessimistic micro sociologist, considered the 
importance of urban experience, i.e., chose to focus on urban life (life within the city), rather than 

focusing on urbanization (development of urban areas). According to him, a unique trait of modern 
city is intensification of nervous stimuli with which city dwellers must cope, from rural settings 
where the rhythm of  life are sensory imagery, is more slow, habitual, and event, to city with 

constant bombardment of sights, sounds and smells.  

Simmel argued that individual learns to discriminate, becomes rational and calculating, develops a 
blasé attitude – matter-of- fact, a social reserve, a detachment, respond with head rather than heart, 

don’t care and don’t get involved.  

Besides, urbanites are highly attuned to time. Rationality is always expressed in advanced 
economic division of labor; and the use of money because of the requirement for a universal means 
of exchange. In urban areas the there are acknowledged freedoms, transcendence of pettiness of 

daily routine, new heights of personal and spiritual development but sense of alienation could 
override this. 

Simmel’s philosophy of money regarded economic exchange a form of social interaction. This 

social interaction is realized through the use of money which is common in urban life. When 
monetary transaction replaced earlier forms of barter, significant changes occurred in the form of 

interaction between social actors. Money is subject to precise division and manipulation. It permits 
exact measurement of equivalents. Money is impersonal whereas those objects of barter are/were 
not. It promotes rational accumulation in human affairs and furthering rationalization 

characteristics of modern societies. Simmel further argued that money replaces personal ties by 
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impersonal relation that is limited to specific purpose. Thus, urban areas are dominated by abstract 
calculation which evades areas of social life, for example, kinship relations or realms of esthetic 
appreciation. There is a shift from qualitative to quantitative appraisals.  

Money, according to George Simmel, increases personal freedom and faster social differentiation 
or stratification; and it is a standard of value and means of exchange in modern world. Above its 
economic function, money stabilizes and embodies modern spirit of rationalism, calculability and 

impersonality. Thus, it can be said that money is the major mechanism for the shift from 
gemeinschaft to gessellschaft.  

In his discussion about the blasé attitude, Simmel, tried to show the paradox of city life: 

objectivization leads to greater individualism. What is the implication of this condition related with 
the occurrence of deviant behaviors? 

Max Weber (1864 - 1920) was also another important German sociologist who had tried to address 
urban life.  He defined urban community as an ideal type.  That  required  trade  or commercial 

relations such as market, court and law of its own, partial political autonomy, military  self-
sufficient  for  self-defense,  and  forms  of  associations  and  social  participation whereby 

individuals engaged in social relationships and organizations.  

Weber suggested that cities are linked to larger processes, for example, economic or political 
orientations, instead of city itself being cause of distinguishing qualities of urban life, i. e., different 

cultural and historical conditions will result in different types of cities, same as with Marx and 
Engels who argued that human condition of cities was a result of economic structure. To sum up, 
all the above discussions on urban life tried to forward their own arguments in a more or less 

different way. However, it is possible to conclude that the way of life in urban areas in totally 
different from those rural cultures. The following table can summarize this difference.  

Table 4.1: rural-urban cultural differences 
 

Point of Difference  

Occupation: 

Rural Life 

 Agriculture which needs joint  
effort 

Urban Life 

Industry and trade; increased 
rationalization 

Environment:  More natural – near to nature Artificial or man-made 

Community size:  Small population dispersed in large 
areas 

Large population in a small area- complex 

Density:  

 

Uniformity: 

 Sparsely distributed 

 

Highly homogeneous in 

terms of norms, values, etc. 

 Densely populated 
  

 
Highly heterogeneous 
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Level of 

differentiation: 

Undifferentiated – similar economy 

and limited job opportunity 
Narrow income gap among groups. 

Highly differentiated – extreme socio-economic 

differences. Increased gap of income between 
social groups. 

Social mobility: 
 

 
 
System of interaction: 
 

 
Social control: 

Closed mobility because social 
status is ascribed 
 

  
Primary form of interaction 
 

 

 
Informal 

Open social mobility due to the existence of 
achieved status – individuals are free to 
achieve their status at whatever cost. 

 
Secular form of interaction 
 

 
 

Formal 

 

Generally, urbanism, as a way of life, is the cultural component associated with urbanization. It 
includes a pattern of beliefs, values, and rules of behavior which are assumed to be associated 

with the process of spreading of urban areas. This urban way of life is expected to have people 
who most probably deviate from these cultural norms and values.  

4.4. Links between Urbanism and Deviance: Subculture Space, Materialism, Individualism 

and Impersonality 

From the discussion so far we have already seen under subtopic 4.3, it has been tried to show that 
urbanism is a way of life which depends on industry, mass communication, higher mobility, and 

mass consumers. As cities grew, the persistence of large population within limited amount of 
place began to present social problems including crime, variety of deviations and so forth 
(Kornblum and Julian, 1995). Some of these characteristics of urban centers which provides a 

fertile ground for the emergence and prevalence of deviant and criminal behaviors include the 
existence of family disorganization, different subcultures, materialism, individualism and 
impersonality. 

Based on these and other possible features of urban life, several scholars came to the decision 
that urban areas have several times more crime and deviance than rural areas. For instance, 
Professor Andargachew (1976) explained that juvenile delinquency is always an urban problem. 

Other scholars stated that 60% of the crimes are found in urban areas due to numerous reasons. 
Now, let us see the contribution of different urban features for the emergence and persistence of 

more crime and deviance in urban areas than in rural ones.  

4.4.1. Urbanization, Family Disorganization and Deviance 

During urbanization many people migrate to the cities for several reasons. This rural-urban 
migration forced the migrants to be disintegrated from their respective families. In rural areas 
family cohesion is still very strong which can prevent members of the community from engaging 

in some deviant activities, such as juvenile delinquency. But, in urban areas deviant behaviors 
including delinquents are very common. This is believed to be due to the problem of broken- 

down homes. Family disorganization is mostly common in urban areas typically during the first 
stage of development of the city where rural-urban migration is at its zenith. 
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Due to urbanization and industrialization, the extended family system which used to take care of 
orphans, deserted children, the aged, etc., is disintegrating very fast. For example, in a survey  

research conducted in the 1970s in Addis Ababa, two third of the juvenile delinquents committed 
to training center and remand home came from broken-down family (Andargachew. 1976) 

This characteristic of urban areas is not totally reserved to juvenile delinquents but it is also a 

cause for adult deviants and criminals, too. This explanation has something to do with the social 
network breakdown theory of deviance. The more an individual is closely attached to such 
traditional  institutions  as  family,  Boy  Scout,  churches,  kinships,  and  others,  the  less  the 

propensity for the individual to deviate from what is considered normal by the majority of the 
society. 

4.4.2. Urbanization, Subcultures and Deviance 

Urban life gives rise to several new social organizations and personality traits that are not 

common in rural social settings. In fact, excessively rapid change, doesn’t offer to all individuals 
the opportunity to achieve an easy transition to the new culture. It causes many to be hesitant and 

irresolute in the face of contradictory values, a state of mind which not only affects their 
behavior but also their inner lives. They become prone to law breaking or to various psychic and 
behavioral disturbances by establishing their own subculture as an adaptive mechanism for this 

problem. Subculture is defined as a cultural pattern that distinguishes some segment of a 
society’s population (Macionis. 1995). Other scholars such as Kendall (2003) also said that a 

subculture is a category of people who share distinguishing attributes, beliefs, values, and norms 
that set them apart in some significant manner from the mainstream culture.  

Convergence  of  different  types  of  people  to  the  city  has  given  and  continued  to  give 
race/ethnicity a special salience, i.e., groups were identifiable & were identified in terms of 

external traits, for example, race and ethnicity. Subsequently, there will be the possibility of 
development of such conditions as stereotypes, discrimination, and beliefs.  Such states of 

condition found nowhere more evident than in urban areas.  

Therefore, this condition becomes a suitable circumstance for the stimulation of several 
subcultures in urban areas. There are numerous reasons for the establishment of subcultures in 
urban areas. However, the most important cause is the inability of some members to fulfill their 

needs within the sphere of the mainstream culture. This idea is clearly stated as: 

. . .  most delinquent acts were not motivated by economic needs, for example, vandalism 

. . .   most delinquents are motivated by status frustration whereby they feel they are looked 
down upon by society. They therefore developed distinctive sets of values or a subculture, 

which provides them with an alternative means of gaining status, and this may lead them 
into delinquency. For young lower-class men [,] the subculture has two uses: it creates 

alternative values so they can compete for status among their peers and provides a means 
of hitting back at society. (www.delinquency.edu/cause/.html). 

Thus, when people experience these types of conditions, they hast to form a subculture that 
can assist them acquiring those unfulfilled wants. However, the newly established culture will 

not be welcomed by the values and norms of the mainstream culture; it becomes a deviant 
subculture, immediately after its establishment.  

http://www.delinquency.edu/cause/.html
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As it has been mentioned earlier in this chapter, urbanism intensified subculture formations. 
This occurs mostly in those large cities. The process is applicable to all criminal, deviants, 

delinquents and other deviating behaviors. 

Subculture intensification also occurs through multi-group contacts. According to Kornblum 
and Julian (1995), in a densely populated environment, subcultures are constantly bumping 

into one another. When one subculture realizes another annoying, threatening or both, it starts 
to embrace one’s own social world all the more firmly. Thus, culture conflict comes to the 
scene which, in turn, causes the availability of deviance. 

Therefore, as a way of life, urbanism is characterized by the prevalence of conflicting norms 
and values, higher rate of social mobility, absence of informal social control mechanisms and 
so on. People  coming  to  urban  areas  with  different  social,  economic,  cultural,  political  

and psychological backgrounds remain under value conflicts which, in turn, results in the 
possibility of blaming one another deviants. Here, we can, therefore, observe the strong 

positive correlation between the level of urbanization and deviance due to the availability of 
several antagonistic subcultures.  

4.4.3. Urbanization, Materialism and Deviance 

The correlation between urbanization and deviance is chained by the prevalence of materialist 
people in the urban areas. Materialism can be seen as a philosophical approach which asserts 

that how  human-produced  material  goods  shape  the  rest  of  society  (Macionis,  1995).  
Thus, materialist people give much more focus on material goods than ideas, beliefs, culture, 

and other abstract things. 

Urban life is mostly dominated by this type of attitude. People give a main concern to the 
external appearance of the material world. This outer appearance may include clothing style, 
vehicle, hairstyle, building style and so forth. Money and other materials, as it was argued by 

George Simmel, become predominantly important in urban areas. Urban dwellers are, 
therefore, engaging in competing for the buildup of more material happiness that helps them 

lead better life as compared to rural inhabitants. 

In urban areas, people always involve in a face-to- face contact due to physical proximity or 
nearness. People want to be seen as those who have a higher position than anyone else. This 

condition is always manifested through the material possession of the individual as it is easily 
visible. However, acquiring these materials cannot be an easy task for everyone on the urban 
environment since resources are not uniformly distributed. It needs great efforts and devotion 

to possess them – it will be acquired either legally or illegally.  

Therefore, in this materially competitive social setting, there is no doubt that it is only few 
individuals become capable of achieving their material needs through the application of 

socially approved and acceptable means. Those people who remain unable to attain their 
material desires using socially approved mechanisms will be forced to develop other forms of 
means of acquiring their material demands. Thus, they may most probably have the chance to 

engage in those actions which are not acceptable. These newly created forms of acquiring 
their material needs become deviant activities from the point of view of the majority of the 

society. For example, if once people gave greater emphasis on materials than moral and 
cultural realms of a society, they would involve in such activities as corruption, prostitution, 
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gambling, theft, illicit drug dealing, and others so as to get the financial potential that enable 
them fulfilling their material interests. Thus, in this and other similar ways the rate of 

deviance in urban environment becomes higher than rural areas. However, deviance, in this 
case, is not a direct outcome of urbanization. It is rather a result of other behavior of urban 

people, such as being more of materialistic. 

4.4.4. Urbanization, Individualism and Deviance 

Individualism is also another dimension that manifests the relationship between urban areas 
and deviance. In most urban areas, individuals commonly have a distinctive self- interest and 

self- importance that let them engage in whatever business they want. Many of the urban 
dwellers are egoistic: the ‘I’ replaces the ‘we’. Altruism is unthinkable among people residing 
in urban settings. They always engage in activities, including the immoral one s, without 

taking others’ feeling into consideration.  

As we have attempted to explain the materialistic nature of urban inhabitants, it  has been 
mentioned  that  urban  people  could  engage  in  those  unacceptable  acts  for  the  purpose  

of satisfying only their personal material interests. This is so due to the fact that the moral and 
emotional aspects of the society in the urban areas have been eroded. Thus, this little attention 
to the moral and emotional realms of people gives individuals a wide berth to develop an 

individualistic attitude and behavior. Subsequently, individuals can involve in some illegal 
acts irrespective of its consequences on others.  

In urban areas, emphasis is given to individual satisfaction, not to the group or community 

satisfaction. Attachment to the group is very low. Even though there is a functional 
interdependence among members, the level of emotional adherence is almost non-existent. 
Because, functional integration shows that the relationship is based on a cost-benefit-analysis 

whereas emotional attachments are the basic sources of altruistic behaviors. Thus, functional 
interrelationship in urban residences depletes people’s interest to take the interests of other in 

due course of their actions. As a result, deviant behaviors will come to the stage with lesser 
fear of being labeled and tagged. 

4.4.5. Urbanization, Impersonal Relations and Deviance 

Most of the relationships in urban areas are impersonal and superficial in their very nature. 

This is due to the fact that primary contacts are very low. This condition is explained by Louis 
Wirth as: 

. . . the city is characterized by secondary rather than primary contacts . . . may be face to 
face, but they are . . . impersonal, superficial, transitory, and segmental. The reserve, the 

indifference, and the blasé outlook which urbanites manifest in their relationships may . . . 
be regarded as devices for immunizing themselves against the personal claims and 

expectations of others. (Gmelch, et. al., 2002, p: 72). 

Therefore, this superficial, anonymous, and transistor character of urban social relations let 
the individuals to gain a certain degree of emancipation or freedom from the personal and 
emotional control of intimate groups, he/she loses, on the other hand, the spontaneous self-

expression, the morale, and sense of participation that comes with living in an integrated 
society. As a result, deviant act is more likely to come out. Hence, it is possible to say that 

deviance is very much influenced by the nature, arrangement and s tructure of social 
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relationships of urban dwellers. The more impersonal the relation is, the less the degree of 
control over the individuals’ behavior in the urban areas, and thus the more the likelihood of 

the occurrence of deviance and crime.  

4.4.6. Urbanization, Slum Areas and Deviance 

Here the ecological school’s explanation and Agnew’s general strain theory become 
functional. Slum areas are characterized by social disorganizations. People have not access to 

qualified services of different kind. Besides, slum areas are the destination places for rural-
urban migrants, because migrants prefer this area so as to take the advantage of low cost of 

living. Thus, slum areas are more prone to the possibility of the occurrence of higher number 
of deviant acts. 

Slum areas also have higher population turnover rate. This population turnover rate prevents 
the formulation of a stable community and results in social disorganization, back to subtopic 

4.4.1. The indicators of social disorganization include delinquency, prostitution, gambling, 
illegal drug use, a high consumption of alcohol, violence and broken families. Such behavior 

can flourish, because in an area of shifting population social controls are weak. Controls such 
as gossip, public opinions, public surveillance and parental control are not sufficient and 
strong to prevent the development of deviant norms and values (Haralambos, 2005).  

Chapter Five: Mechanisms of Social Control 

5.1. Introduction 

In its general sense, social control refers to the regulation of human behavior. Hence, the 
sources of social control are often located within the individuals. However, macro 
sociological conception of social control derived from thinkers, such as Durkheim, refer to the 

ability of societies and communities to realize common values (Sampson, 1986). 

Criminological investigations of macro level social control usually concern legal controls, 
including official actions and sanctions such as arrest and imprisonment (ibid). Every human 

society in the world has its own unique culture. Every culture, subculture and social group has 
distinctive norms governing what it deems appropriate behavior. Laws, dress codes, bylaws of 
organizations, course requirements and rules of sports and games all express social norms 

(Schaefer, 2003).   Both the formal and informal social controlling mechanisms, thus, emanate 
out of the societal cultural norms and value. Social controlling mechanisms are very much 

important part of a society which contributes for the survival of a harmonious society. 

The term social control according to Schaefer (2003), refers to the techniques and strategies 
for preventing deviant and criminal human behavior in any society. They occur in all levels of 

a society. In the family, we are socialized to obey our parents and elder people simply because 
they are our parents and older than us. The writer has put the way and where we are socialized 
within our respective society in the following manner: 

Peer groups introduce us to informal norms such as dress codes, which govern the 

behavior of members. Colleges establish standards they expect of their students. In 
bureaucratic organizations, workers encounter a formal system of rules and regulations. 

Finally the government of every society legislates and enforces social norms (ibid: 183). 
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Most of us respect and accept social norms and assume that others will do the same. Even 
without thinking, we obey the instructions of police officer, follow the day-to-day rules at our 

jobs, and move to the rear of toilet when people enter. Such behaviors reflect an effective 
process of socialization the dominant standards of a culture. At the same time, we are well-

aware that individuals, groups and institutions expect us to act “properly”. This expectation 
carries with it sanctions, penalties and rewards for conduct concerning social norm. If we fail 
to live up to the norms, we may face punishments through informal sanctions such as fear and 

ridicule, or formal sanctions such as jail sentences or fines (ibid). 

The challenge to effective social control is that people often receive competing messages 
about how to behave. While the state or government may clearly define acceptable behavior, 

friends or fellow employees may encourage quite different behavior patterns. 

Functionalists contend that people must respect social norms if any group or society is to 
survive. In their view, societies literally could not function if massive number of people 

defied standards of appropriate conducts. By contrast, conflic t theorists maintain that 
“successful functioning” of a society will consistently benefit the powerful and work to the 
disadvantage of other groups. They point out, for example, that widespread resistance to 

social norms was necessary to overrun the institution of slavery. United States, to win . . . 
independence from . . .  [colonizers], to secure civil rights, to allow women to vote (Kendall 

2003). 

Techniques for social control operate on both the group level and the social level. People we 
think as peers or equals influence us to act in particular ways; the same is true of people who 
hold authority over us or occupy awe- inspiring positions. There are two concepts related with 

two conditions. These are conformity and obedience. 

Conformity is defined as going along peers – individual of our own status, who have no 
special right to direct our behavior. By contrast, obedience is defined as compliance with 

higher authorities in the hierarchical structure.  

5.2. Informal Social Control 

Our behavior is mostly shaped by our relationship with people around us. The peers, friends, 
families, neighboring people, co-workers, kinship and so on are  very much influential in 

curving our   tendency towards some forms of deviant and/or criminal   acts. Conklin (2004) 
claims that informal social controls are more effective in crime control than formal ones. Let 
us see how he expressed: 

Because only 1 to 2 percent of all serious crimes are reported to the police and leads to 

arrest, conviction, and imprisonment, the formal sanction of the criminal justice system are 
probably less important than informal sanctions such as group censure, and bystanders 

intervention in controlling criminals (P: 319).  

Like their formal counterpart, informal controls exist to reward or punish people for 
acceptable/unacceptable behavior (what sociologists call deviance). Informal controls cover a 
vast array of possible sanctions and tend to differ from individual to individual, group to 

group and society to society. Informal controls apply to informal norms of behavior and they 
include things like ridicule, shame, sarcasm, disapproving looks, punching people in the face 

and so forth. In extreme cases sanctions may include social discrimination and exclusion. 
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This implied social control usually has more effect on individuals because they become 
internalized and, thus, an aspect of personality.  

As  with  formal  controls,  informal  controls  reward  or  punish  acceptable  or  unacceptable 

behavior (i.e., deviance). Informal controls are varied and differ from individual to individual, 
group to group and society to society. For example, at a Women's Institute gathering a 

disapproving look may be enough to tell you that people think it is not appropriate to flirt with 
the vicar. Amongst members of a criminal gang, however, it is unlikely that a disapproving 
look would be used as a means of informal social control should you tell them you intend to 

inform on their activities to the police (Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia).  

The sanction used to encourage conformity and obedience – and to discourage violation of 
social norms – are carried out through informal social control. People will seriously sanction 

us if we found guilty of violating social norms. They may disapprove, ridicule, marginalize, 
or discriminate us in a group. Some members will frown on us.  As the term implies, people 

use informal social control casually to enforce norms. Example of informal social control, as 
to Schaefer, includes smiles, laugher, raising an eyebrow, and ridicule (Kendall, 2003).  

Now, you can recall Emile Durkheim’s, analysis on types of societies in terms of mechanical 
and organic solidarities. Traditional societies are organized by more intimate relationships and 

more social integration than are modern industrialized societies. In primitive and other 
traditional societies, primary groups such as the family and the peer groups are relatively 

stronger than they are in complex societies. These simple societies are held together by a 
unity based on shared values and norms and on similarity of functions performed by every 
member of a society. Children in these societies are socialized to the shared values and norms 

through a face-to-face contact. This learning process is responsible for the prevalence of the 
collective conscience across generations.  

Thus, informal social control mechanisms of deviance and crime are become most effective if 

and only if a face-to-face interaction is common and the surveillance of behavior is possible. 
These conditions are very common among those traditional societies and rural areas.  The 
importance of informal social controls is less available in larger urban area than smaller ones.  

5.3. Formal Social Control Mechanisms 

While informal social controls are conducted by the any member of the society or by a group 
of people in the social structure, formal social controls, conversely, are carried out by 
concerned agents of the government such as police officers, physicians, school administrators, 

employers, military officers, and managers of different organizations. It can serve as a last 
resort when socializations and informal sanctions do not bring about desired behavior. An 

increasing means of  formal  social  control  in  Ethiopia  is  to  imprison  people  who  are  
found  being  culprits (Macionis, 1995). 

Therefore,  formal  social  control  is  always  expressed  through  law  as  statutes,  rules,  and 
regulations against deviant behavior. It is conducted by government and organizations using 

law enforcement mechanisms and other formal sanctions such as fines and imprisonment. In 
democratic societies the goals and mechanisms of formal social control are determined 

through legislation by elected representatives and thus enjoy a measure of support from the 
population and voluntary compliance. 
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Control, under formal social control, is based around the idea of formal, legal, norms (or laws) 
of behavior. That is, rules of behavior that are written down and, in societies such as our own, 

that apply equally to everyone (not all societies apply formal rules equally). Where laws are 
involved, it is usual to find a group of people, normally employed by the government, whose 

job is to enforce the law. In our society, for example, the main agency of formal social control 
is the police and the judiciary (courts), although the armed forces can, on occasions, be used 
to perform this role. 

Not all formal norms are laws, however. When you are accepted into an organization (such as 

a school or college for example), you agree to abide by the formal rules governing behavior in 
this institution. In this example, if you do not attend classes then you will be punished in some 

way. 

In general terms, formal rules and social controls exist to tell everyone within a society or 
social group what is and is not acceptable in terms of behavior. Such formal controls usually 

exist where a group is very large and its members are not in day-to-day contact with each 
other. 

Prisons and remand homes are the most common forms of social controlling mechanisms in 
most contemporary societies. In modern time, the influence of informal social controls 

becomes low. The action of members of the society is not open to face-to-face contacting of 
people. Although face-to-face contact of the people in modern time is very high, it is 

superficial and shallow. Interaction is based on a functional interdependence. People are 
dependent one another, but this dependency is not based on emotional and deep feeling of 
sense of belongingness. Rather it is done on the basis of a rational calculation of cost and 

benefit of the interaction (Zander, 1990).  

Therefore, in the absence of informal social controls, formal social controls become very 
necessary. That is why modern societies have several forms of formal organizations working 

as social control mechanisms of a society. For example, in our country, the police, the courts, 
and the  military  are  the  most  commonly  employed  formal  social  control  organizations  
and institutions. 

5.3.1. The History of Formal Social Control in Ethiopia  

Finding more sound and relevant, we have presented the following evidence as we have 
directly searched out of the internet cite addressed http://www. Ethiopia Crime and 
Punishment ~a HREF=-et_00_00_html#et_05_06.htm. Under this topic, the legal system and 

the prisons of the country have been dealt with. First, let’s begin with the legal system of the 
country. 

A.  The legal system 

Although Ethiopians have long depended on written laws, the criminal legal system observed 

at the time of the 1974 revolution was of relatively recent origin. The first integrated legal 
code, the Fetha Nagast (Law of Kings), was translated from Arabic in the mid-fifteenth 
century. Attributed to a thirteenth-century Egyptian Coptic scholar, it was inspired by the 

Pentateuch (the first five books of the Old Testament), the New Testament, canons of the 
Christians' early church councils, Roman civil law, and tenets of Quranic law. However, the 
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Fetha Nagast applied only to Christians. Muslims who became subject to Ethiopian rule 
through conquest continued to be judged in their own courts according to sharia law. 

Also, outside the ordinary judicial system, clan and tribal courts exercised unofficial but 

effective coercive powers, and people rarely appealed the ir decisions to regular courts. The 
Fetha Nagast and customary laws remained the basis of criminal judicial procedure until1930, 

when Haile Selassie introduced a penal code, which, although primitive in its application, 
strove for modernity in its articulation. Unlike the old system, the 1930 penal code set down 
specific punishments for precisely defined offenses. It was a legal principle that a person who 

performed an act not prohibited by law committed no crime; nor was acts of omission 
punishable by law. The code made distinctions among preparatory acts, attempted crimes, and 

completed offenses. Preparation in itself was not considered criminal, nor was unsuccessful 
attempts, especially ones in which commission of the offense was judged to be "absolutely 
impossible." Courts did not inflict punishment if the accused acted out of superstition or 

"simplicity of mind." The penal code was strong on retribution, but the courts determined 
penalties according to the degree of individual guilt.  In addition, the courts took into 

consideration an offender’s background, education, and motives, as well as the offense's 
gravity and the circumstances of its commission. In theory, the courts meted out the most 
severe punishments to persons of title and wealth on the premise that such offenders had less 

reasonable motives for criminal action than did persons of lower station. 

Among the complaints of ethnic dissidents, however, was the allegation that any offense 
against an Amhara resulted in more severe punishment than an Amhara's offense against a 

non-Amhara. The new code abolished mutilation but retained capital punishment and 
permitted flogging. Although more sophisticated than the Fetha Nagast, from which it 
ostensibly was derived, the 1930 penal code lacked a comprehensive approach to the 

disposition and treatment of offenders.  

In 1958 a Swiss legal expert drafted a revised penal code to meet the needs of a developing 
nation. A 1961 criminal procedures code, drafted by a British jurist, augmented the 1930 

penal code. The former was based on the Swiss penal code and many secondary sources; the 
latter reflected the influence of English common law. 

For virtually every offense listed in the revised penal code, there were upper and lower limits 

of punishment. The effect was to stress acceptance of the concept of degrees of culpability, as 
well as the concept of extenuating and aggravating circumstances. Separate provisions existed 
for juveniles. Nevertheless, the commission appointed to approve the revision repeatedly 

expressed the traditional view that "punishment should remain the pillar of Ethiopian criminal 
law." Following the 1974 revolution, a normal legal process theoretically was in effect for 

dealing with criminal offenses. Existing parallel to it was a "revolutionary" system of 
neighborhood justice. In practice, it was impossible to distinguish between criminal acts and 
political offenses according to the definitions adopted in post-1974 revisions of the penal 

code. 

A November 1974 decree introduced martial law, which set up a system of military tribunals 
empowered to impose the death penalty or long prison terms for a wide range of political 

offenses. The decree applied the law retroactively to the old regime's officials who had been 
accused of responsibility for famine deaths, corruption, and maladministration and who had 
been held without formal charges since earlier in the year. Special three-member military 
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tribunals sat in Addis Ababa and in each of the country's fourteen administrative regions. In 
July 1976, the government amended the penal code to institute the death penalty for 

"antirevolutionary activities" and economic crimes.  

Investigation of political crimes came under the overall direction of the Revolutionary 
Operations Coordinating Committee in each awraja. In political cases, the courts waived 

search warrants required by the criminal procedures code. The government transferred 
jurisdiction from the military tribunals, which had been inactive for some time, to kebele and 
peasant association tribunals. Political trials constituted the main business of these tribunals 

well into 1978.  

More generally, the 1976 revision of the penal code empowered association tribunals to deal 
with criminal offenses but limited their jurisdiction to their urban neighborhood or rural area. 

Elected magistrates, without formal legal training, conducted criminal trials. Proced ures, 
precedents, and punishments varied widely from tribunal to tribunal, depending on the 

imperatives of the association involved. Peasant association tribunals accepted appeals at the 
wereda (district) level.  Appellate decisions were final, but decisions disputed between 
associations could be brought before peasant association courts at the awraja level. In cities, 

kebele tribunals were similarly organized in a three-tier system. Change of venue was 
arranged if a defendant committed an offense in another jurisdiction. 

The judicial system was designed to be flexible. Magistrates could decide not to hear a case if 

the defendant pleaded guilty to minor charges and made a public apology. Nonetheless, 
torture was sometimes used to compel suspects and witnesses to testify. Penalties imposed at 
the local association  level  included  fines  of  up  to  300  birr,  compensation  to  victims  in  

amounts determined by the tribunal, imprisonment for up to three months, and hard labor for 
up to fifteen days. Serious criminal cases were held over, depending on their gravity, for 

association tribunals sitting at the awraja or wereda level, which were qualified to hand down 
stiffer sentences. In theory, death sentences were reviewed by government officials, but little 
effort was made to interfere with the administration of local justice. Tribunal decisions were 

implemented through an association's public safety committee and were enforced by the local 
People's Protection Brigade. Without effective review of their actions, tribunals were known 

to order indefinite jailings, during which their suspects sometimes disappeared, as well as 
summary executions. On rare occasions, the government would condemn association officials 
for murder and torture committed in the course of dispensing "revolutionary justice." 

The 1976 revision of the penal code also created new categories of so-called economic 

crimes. The list included hoarding, overcharging, and interfering with the distribution of 
consumer commodities. More serious offenses concerned engaging in sabotage at the work 

place or of agricultural production, conspiring to confuse work force members, and destroying 
vehicles and public property. Security sections of the Revolutionary Operations Coordinating 
Committee investigated economic crimes at the awraja level and enforced land reform 

provisions through the peasant associations. These committees were empowered to ind ict 
suspects and hold them for trial before local tribunals. Penalties could entail confiscation of 

property, a long prison term, or a death sentence.  

In 1981 the Amended Special Penal Code replaced the Special Penal Code. This amended 
code included offenses against the government and the head of state, such as crimes against 
the state's independence and territorial integrity, armed uprising, and commission of 
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"counterrevolutionary" acts (these provisions also were in the earlier Special Penal Code); 
breach of trust by public officials and economic offenses, including grain hoarding, illegal 

currency transactions, and corruption; and abuse of authority, including "improper or brutal" 
treatment of a  prisoner, unlawful detention of a prisoner, and creating or failing to control 

famine. 

The Amended Special Penal Code also abolished the Special Military Courts and created new 
Special Courts to try offenses under the Amended Special Penal Code. Special Courts 
consisted of three civilian judges and applied the existing criminal and civil procedure codes. 

Defendants had the right to legal representation and to appeal to a Special Appeal Court. 

B. Prisons 

Detailed information on Ethiopia’s prison system was limited.  Only generalized data were 
available on prison installations. Although the imperial regime achieved some progress in the 

field of prison reform, most prisons failed to   adopt   modern penological methods.  
Government-published figures on   prison populations since 1974 were considered incomplete 

and misleading. Amnesty International, the London-based human rights organization, and a 
few individuals who survived detention and escaped from the country have described prison 
conditions in a critical light. 

The administrator of prisons managed the national penal system. Each administrative unit-- 

including kifle hager (region), awraja (sub region), and wereda (district)--had at least one 
prison. Addis Ababa's Akaki (or Central) Prison, considered Ethiopia's most modern penal 

facility in 1974, was the central prison for Shewa. Akaki had separate facilities for female 
political prisoners. The largest number of political prisoners, approximately 1,500 in 1989, 
was housed in Akaki's maximum security section. Reportedly, the government had jailed 

political dissidents at numerous other prisons in Addis Ababa, including Fourth Division 
headquarters; the Third Police Station, which also served as national police headquarters and 

an interrogation center; and the Grand (Menelik's) Palace. Asmera, another center for political 
prisoners, had penal facilities at three locations. Most police stations and army garrisons a lso 
had jails. Each kebele and peasant association operated a jail in its jurisdiction. Association 

headquarters in each wereda and awraja also had prisons.  

A prison farm at Robi in Arsi provided facilities for about 850 prisoners. In 1978 the 
government proposed a plan for deploying large numbers of inmates imprisoned for minor 

offenses to work on  minimum-security  state  farms  as  part  of  the  agricultural  
development  plan.  A single institution oversaw the rehabilitation of male juvenile criminal 
offenders. There was no comparable facility for female juvenile offenders, who usually were 

placed in the custody of their parents or guardians. In exceptional pre-1974 cases, the 
authorities jailed juveniles in larger prisons. After the emergence of the Marxist regime, a 

large but unspecified number of youthful political detainees of both genders were held in 
prisons and association jails. Many were released after a period of "political rehabilitation."  

Historically, prison life in Ethiopia was gloomy and for political p risoners extremely brutal. 

The so-called process of rehabilitation often consisted of severe beatings, exhausting work 
and calisthenics, and political indoctrination. A public confession normally was proof of 
rehabilitation; in some cases, a political detainee's willingness to torture fellow prisoners was 

regarded as an indication of his penitence. Recreational facilities were rare, and no program 
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existed to assist prisoners after their release. Punishment was the major concern of prison 
officials. Conditions in smaller, more remote prisons were worse than in the prisons of Addis 

Ababa, and peasant association jails were worse yet.  

As part of a program in the late 1970s to expand and improve the Ethiopian prison system, the 
Cuban government reportedly constructed new prisons that included facilities for solitary 

confinement. 

In its 1978 report on human rights violations in Ethiopia, Amnesty International stated that 
Ethiopian prisons had failed to abide by UN regulations for the treatment of prisoners. A large 

number of prisoners might share a common cell. In the Central Prison's maximum security 
section, for example, Amnesty International reported that as many as fifty prisoners shared 
cells measuring four meters by four meters. Ad hoc committees--organized in each cell for 

self- imposed discipline, food distribution, care of the sick and aged, and orientation of new 
inmates-- often communalized food and luxuries, such as tea and tobacco, donated by 

relatives. Complaints reported to Amnesty International that cells were infested with pests and 
were unventilated and lacking the most basic sanitary facilities. Medical attention was 
generally inadequate and not even available at all facilities. Even seriously ill prisoners rarely 

received hospital treatment, and many died of natural causes aggravated by their 
imprisonment. Cell mates viewed death as a means of relieving the gross overcrowding 

typical of facilities housing political prisoners during the late 1970s. The authorities usually 
informed families of the death of their relatives by telling them "food is no longer necessary." 

Although conditions in Addis Ababa's Central Prison improved somewhat by the late 1980s, 
most prison facilities remained substandard. In 1989 Amnesty International reported that 

individuals incarcerated in government-operated prisons were held in poor and sometimes 
harsh conditions. However, the report noted that prisons were subject to formal regulations, 

and there were few reports of torture.  

The  human  rights  organization also  indicated  that  conditions in  the  Central  Prison,  
which Menelik II had built in the nineteenth century, had improved in the 1980s. The prison's 
4,500 inmates were allowed regular family visits, and relatives were permitted to send food, 

laundry, books, medicine, and other "comfort" items to jailed family members. Although the 
Central Prison provided basic medical treatment, the authorities authorized prisoners to see an 

independent physician or to seek treatment at local hospitals. During daylight hours, pr isoners 
were free to associate with each other. The Central Prison opened a shop where small items 
were sold; a nursery and a primary school were established for children who stayed with their 

imprisoned mothers; and a secondary school was created where pr isoners taught or studied. 
Additionally, prisoners were free to open their own recreational and educational facilities. 

Despite  these  findings,  however,  Amnesty  International  concluded  that  the  Central  
Prison suffered from "inadequate medical care, poor hygiene, delays in obtaining professional 
medical or hospital treatment, overcrowding of cells . . . [and] . . . epidemics of cholera and 

meningitis." In addition, conditions at other special detention centers were substandard.  

In regional prisons, Amnesty International found prison conditions to be much worse than 
those in Addis Ababa because of greater overcrowding and poorer hygiene and medical 

facilities. Prison authorities in Asmera, Mekele, and Harer subjected inmates to harsher 
restrictions than did authorities in the capital. In Harer and other unstable areas, civilian 
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political prisoners often were held in military custody at military facilities under more severe 
conditions than were found in other prisons.  

Emphasis in larger prisons was placed on work during confinement for criminal offenders, but 

these activities generally were limited to individuals serving long sentences. 

Priority was given to production, and there was little effort to provide vocational training. The 
largest prison industry was weaving, which was usually done on primitive looms. The prison 

weavers produced cotton material used for making clothes and rugs. Carpentry was a highly 
developed prison industry, and inmates produced articles of relatively good quality.  Other  

prison  industries included  blacksmithing,  metalworking, jewelry  making,  basket  weaving,  
flour  milling,  and baking. Those short-term prisoners not absorbed into established prison 
industries worked in gardens that provided food for some of the penal institutions. 

Income from materials produced by prison labor was applied to the upkeep of penal facilities. 

Prisoners received about 10 percent of the proceeds derived from the sale of items, but 
typically most of these funds were dedicated to communal projects intended to improve prison 

amenities. Although prison industries were not geared to rehabilitation, some inmates 
acquired useful skills. In certain cases, the government permitted work furloughs for some 
classes of political prisoners. Most prison guards were military veterans who had received 

small plots of land in exchange for temporary duty at a prison. Under this system, the guards 
changed frequently as the duty rotated among a number of such persons living in the vicinity 

of a penal institution. 

5.3.2. Functions of Formal Punishments and Prisons 

Punishment of  people who  violated  the  criminal  and  other written  laws  of  the  nation  
has immense functions within a given society. Offenders may either be sent to the jail or 
punished with other forms of punishments. Different countries can have different goals of 

stating different types of punishments. There are several points of view regarding criminal 
control. Crime control perspectives include the following types: 

 Rehabilitation perspective, 

 Nonintervention perspective, 
 Justice perspective, 

 Retrospective justice perspective, and 
 Due process perspective. 

According to Senna and Seigel (2001), a rehabilitation perspective is a model of criminal 
justice that views its primary purpose as helping to care for people who cannot manage 

themselves. In this perspective, crime is seen as a manifestation of frustration and danger 
created by social inequality that can be controlled by giving people the means to improve their 

lifestyle through conventional endeavors. In countries that are governing by a rehabilitation 
perspective, the function of punishment is to rehabilitate criminals or to restoring criminals to 
a law-abiding way of life through treatment.  More specifically, “rehabilitation is the result of 

any planned intervention focused on the offender that reduces criminal behavior, whether that 
reduction is achieved by changes in personality, abilities, attitudes, values and behaviors.” 

(Conklin, 2004: 397). 
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A justice philosophy called nonintervention perspective emphasizes the least intrusive 
treatment possible (Senna and Seigel, 2001). Its central policies are decarceration, division 

and decriminalization. In other words, as per the idea of writer, less is better while the justice 
perspective centers on the belief that all people should receive the same treatment under the 

law. Thus, the purpose of punishment, here, is to make the law just and fair.  

Retrospective justice perspective is a view that advocates peaceful solutions and mediation 
rather than coercive punishment. Whereas the due process perspective argues that the greatest 
concern of the justice system should be providing fair and equitable treatment of those 

accused of crime (ibid). 

Based  upon  the  above  angles  of  looking  at,  punishment, as  one  of  the  crime  
controlling mechanisms can have such functions as general deterrence, incapacitation, 

specific deterrence, retribution, rehabilitation and restitution. A crime control policy that 
depends on the fear of criminal penalty is called general deterrence. It measures such as long 

prison sentences for violent crimes, are aimed at convincing the potential law violators that 
the pain associated with crime outweigh its benefits.  

Incapacitation is the policy of keeping dangerous criminals in confinement to eliminate the 
risk of repeating their offense in society whilst specific deterrence suggests that punishment 

should be  severe  enough  to  convince  convicted  offenders  never  to  repeat  their  crime  
activity. Retribution, also known as just desert, states that the purpose of criminal process is to 

punish deserving offenders. In other words offenders are punished simply and solely because 
they deserve to be disciplined for what they have done – the punishment should fit the crime 
(Senna & Seigel, 2001; and Conklin, 2004). 

The rehabilitation policy of crime control focuses of the view that it may be fairer to offer 

offenders an opportunity for rehabilitation rather than harsh criminal punishment whereas 
restitution or equity policy claims that sanctions based on equity seek to compensate 

individual victims and the general society for their losses due to crime. Here, a convicted 
criminal must pay back their victims for their loss (ibid).  

5.3.3. The Juvenile Justice System 

Senna and Seigel (2001) reported that a juvenile justice system is the system of agencies and 

organization that deal with youths who commit acts of juvenile delinquency (crime under a 
given age) and acts of noncriminal behaviors (truancy and incorrigibility). It is a syste m that 
particularly concerned with addressing those deviant and criminal acts committed by young 

offenders and deviants who cannot be treated in the justice system established for the 
treatment of adult offenders. 

The modern practice of legally separating adult and juvenile offenders can be traced to two 

developments in English custom and law: the development of poor laws and the Chancery 
courts. Both were designed to allow the state to take control of the lives of the needy but not 
necessarily criminal children. They set the precedent for the later American development  

(Senna and Seigel, 2001: 469). 

A person defined by a statute as juveniles and alleged to be delinquent or status offenders will 
most probably be taken to the court called juvenile court which has original jurisdiction over 



Handout for the Course: Sociology of Deviance (SOCI3161)      Compiled By Enideg G. 

(MA) 

101 | P a g e  
 

the treatment of offends committed by the juvenile delinquents. Conklin (2004) has presented 
this issue as follows: 

People who violate the law but who are not legally adults – defined as those below the age 

of eighteen, in many states – can be taken to juvenile court, an institution that is about a 
century old, and be “adjudged delinquent” rather than convicted of a crime. These 

delinquents might have committed an act that would be a crime if done by an adult. The 
designation juvenile delinquent is also applied to those who commit status offenses, acts  
such  as  underage  drinking,  running  away  from  home,  or  truancy,  which  are 

violation only because those who engage in them are below the age of majority (ibid:5).  

5.3.4. Similarities and Differences between Juvenile and Adult Justice System  

The following points on the similarities and differences of juvenile and adult justice system 
have been directly taken from the works of Senna and Seigel (2001:477). 

A. Similarities 

  Police officers, judges and correctional personnel used discretion in decision making 
in both the adult and the juvenile systems; 

  The right to receive Miranda warnings applies to juveniles as well as to adults;  

  Juveniles  and  adults  are  protected  from  prejudicial  lineup  or  other  identification 
procedures; 

  Similar procedural safeguards protect juveniles and adults when they make an 
admission of guilt; 

  Prosecution and defense attorneys play equal critical roles in juvenile and adult 

advocacy; 
  Both juveniles and adults have the rights to counsel at most key stages of the court 

process; 

  Pretrial motions are available in juvenile and criminal court proceedings;  
  Negotiation and plea bargaining exist for both juvenile and adult offenders;  

  Juveniles and adults have the right to hearing and appealing;  
  The standard of evidence in juvenile delinquency adjudications as in adult criminal 

trials, is proof beyond a reasonable doubt; 

  Juveniles and adults can be placed on probation by the court;  
  Both juveniles and adults can be placed in pretrial detention facilities; juveniles and 

adults can be kept in detention without bail if they are considered dangerous; and  

  After trial both can be placed in community treatment programs.  

B. Differences 

  The primary purpose of juvenile procedures is protection and treatment, but with 

adults, the aim is to punish the guilt; 
  Age determines the jurisdiction of the juvenile court while the nature   of the offense 

determines the jurisdiction in adult system; 

  Juvenile can be apprehended for acts that would not be criminal if they were 
committed by adult (status offense); 

  Juvenile proceedings are not considered criminals; adult proceedings are;  
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  Juvenile court procedures are generally informal and private. Those of adult courts 
are more formal and are open to the public; 

  Courts cannot release identifying information about the juvenile to the press, but they 
must release information about an adult; 

  Parents are highly involved in the juvenile process but not in adult process; 
  The standard of arrest is more stringent for adults than for juveniles;  
  Juveniles are released into parental custody. Adults are generally given the 

opportunity for bail;  
  Juveniles have no constitutional right to a jury trial. Adults have this right; 

  Juveniles can be searched in without probable cause or warrant;  
  A juvenile’s record is generally sealed when the age of majority is reached. The 

record of an adult is permanent; and 

  A juvenile court comment sentence juveniles to country jails or state prisons; these 
are reserved for adults. 


